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[No. 56}

SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 1 CONSIDERATION OF S. 3001, TO AMEND
TITLE 37, UNITED STATES CODE, TO INCREASE THE RATES OF
BASIC PAY FOR MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
SuBcoMMITTEE No. 1 OF THE
JOMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
Washirigion, D.C., Wednesday, July 22, 196/.

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., Hon. L. Mendel Rivers (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Rivers. Let the committeo come to order.

This is about a scven-page statement, and I am going to ask Mr,
Blandford to read it.

Mr. Branororp. All right, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Because 1 have been speaking since 7 this morning.
So, Mr. Blandford, you read this statement for me.

Mr. Branprorp. All right, sir.

Mr. Rivers. And road it as strongly as you know how.

Mr. Branororp (reading): Members of the committee, we are
beginning hearings this morning on S. 3001, a very modest military
pay increase proposal.

(The bill is as follows—committee insert:)

{S. 3001, 88th Cong., 2d sess.]

AN ACT To amend title 37, United States Code, to increase the rates of basic pay for members of the
uniforimed services

Be il enacted by the Senate and Ilouse of Representatives of the Uniled States of

America in Congress assembled, That scetion 203(a) of title 37, United States Code,

is amended to read ag follows:
“(a) The rates of monthly basic pay for members of the uniformed services
within each pay grade are sct forth in the following tables:

“CoMMISSIONED OFFICERS

Years of service computed under section 205

“Pay grade
2 or less Over 2 Over 3 Over 4 Over 6 Over 8 Over 10
O-101 ... .. $1,302.00 { $1,347.90 | $1,347.00 | $1,347.90 | $1,347.90 | $1,399.20 | $1, 399. 20
1,153. 80 1,183. 80 1,209, 60 1, 209, 60 1, 209, 60 1, 240, 20 1, 240, 20
1,045, 20 1, 076. 40 1,101, 90 1,101, 90 1,101, 90 1, 183. 80 1,183, 80
868, 20 927. 60 927, 60 927. 60 968, 70 068. 70 1,025, 10
643. 20 707. 40 763. 30 753. 30 753. 30 753. 30 753.30
514, 50 604. 80 645. 90 645, 80 645, 90 645, 90 §66. 30
434, 10 528. 00 563. 70 563, 70 573. 90 599.70 |7 7640, 50
353. 70 450. 90 481. 80 533, 10 558, 60 579, 00 609. 90
281. 40 384, 30 4681, 40 476. 70 486. 90 486, 90 498, 90
241. 20 307. 50 384. 30 384, 30 384. 30 384,30 384. 30

Footnotes at end of table.
(9527)
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“CommissioXEDb OrriceErs—Continued

“Pay grade

-

Years of sarvice compul.ori under section 205

“,._

I
Over 12 | Over 4 | Over 16 Over 18 | Over 20 ! Over 2 | Over 26 ; Over 30

S06.90. 31.506.00 S1, 014 30 4161430 $1,722 00 181,722.00 $1.820.70 | $1,820.70
2150 (129150 {139, 20 ['1.399.20 |"1506. 90 "1/ 6090 [ 161430 | "1.614.30
240.20 | 1,240.20 | 1,291. 50 ' 1.347.00 | 1.399. 20 I 1,455.60 | 1,485.80 ‘ 1,455. 60
028,10 | 1,076 40 | 1,183 50 ; 1,260, 00 1.23&00[1,2@300[1.3 20| 1026600
7538077000 0 021D WE00 | UR0LT0 | Les 10 | Lilzio | 111z io
w200 | 78| eone0’ o8| 87630 ) e0r26| 907,20 0720
670. 50 707.40 . 3< 00 75840 1 758400 TAM40 0 7SR L0 758. 40
640. 50 658.16 ' 654100 65610 ¢ 6856 10 L656.10 ’ a54. 10 ‘ 654. 10
428, 00 466.90 ! R4, 00 0 48890 ! 436.901 4RG.W | 43690 ! 486. 90
384. 30 384. 30 384. 30 384300 a0 ! 3N BL W 334. 30

1 While serving as (‘hulrnmn of the Jaint Cliefs of Staff, ("hml nf Jtafl r-l Lhc Army, (‘hlcr of Naval
Operations, U hief of Stafl of the Air Foree, or Commnr dant of the Muaring Corps, bisic pay for this grade
is %2,119,30 rcg.wdleas of cumulative years ol service esmputerd uneler seetion 238 of this tltlu

“'Dogs not apply to couunissionod officers whu hava been crodited with over 4 years' active service as
sn cnlisted mmn{m

i
i

“ComurssioNed OrricErs Wiro I1ave Beex CreEpiten Wit OvERrR 4 YEars'
AcCTivE SERVICE As AN Lnnistep MEMBER

i Years of serviee mmpuled inder section 205

“I'ay grade ! S —_
tyver4 | Over6 | Over8 i Over 0 Over 12 ( Over 14
I - ! - [ | -
l 1
O3 . . | 854310 | 3558 60 | $640. 50 i $66. 30
2 I | 476.70 ¢ 456.90 548. 40 563. T
! 38,30 1 410. 10 456. 00 | 478. 7
Years of service computed under seetlon 205
“‘Pay grade _ . .- . e s e -
Over16 , Overl8 | Over? Over 22 ! Over26 | Overdo
e —— et B
O-3 . $O00.30 | $666.30 | $666.30 | $066. 30 | $666.30 | $668.30
-2 i 564,70 ) 503.70 | H33.70 i 563.70 i 563. 70 | 563. 70
O . .. i 476.70 | 46,50 § 476.70 ¢ 476.70 § 476.70 | 476.70

“WarnANT OFFICERS

Yrars of servieo comptted under section 205

“Pay grade

i ; ;
Z2orlss | Over 2 Over 3 ; Over 4 Over | Overs i Over 19 { Over 12
$361.90 | 4070 | 400 | $450.00 1 H7L60 $512.40 | $548.40
324, 50 405,00 403. 00 410. 10 415. 20 471. €0 488, 20
I8V 40 353,70 353, 70 363. 90 364, 30 < 425, 60
RALE ] 312,60 312, 60 13840 3583.70 309 90
—ommoii lmemome el = B - e TTr=
Yrars of service computed under section 205
"Pay grade
Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 20 | Gver 22 | Over 26 | Over 30
35:3.90 | $5804.60 $699. 90 $630. 30 £851. 00 $702.(0 | $702.00
502 20 517. 50 333. 10 553. 50 573.90 504. (0 584, 60
450, 90 466. 50 481. A0 467. 10 517.50 517.10 517. 50
415. 2 430. 50 445. 50 461, 40 481. 40 461.40 | 401,40
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“EnNvnisTED MEMBERS

Years of service computed undor section 205
“Pay grade

20orless | Over 2 Over 3 Over 4 Over 8 Over 8 | Over 10 | Over 12

$445.80 | $456.00
- 384,30 | -3904.50
$202. 20 $312. 60 . 333.00 | 343.60
256. 20 266, 40 276,90 287. 10 207.30 | 812.60
225. 60 235. 80 251, 10 261, 30 271,50 | 282.00
194, 70 210,00 220. 50 220, 50 220,50 | 220.50
159. 00 169. 20 169. 20 169. 20 169.20 | 169,20
123.00 1283. 00 123.00 123.00 123.00 | 123,00
112.80 112. 80 112,80 112, 80 112,80 | 112,80

Years of service computoed under section 205

Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 20 | Over 22 | Over 26 | Over 30

K0 e $466.50 | $476.70 | $486.90 | $497.10 | $522.90 | $573.90 | $573.90

.| 406.00 415. 20 425. 40 435, 60 461. 40 512,40 | 512.40
368,80 369. 00 379. 20 384, 30 410.10 461.40 | 461.40
322,80 333.00 338.40 338.40 338.40 338.40 | 338.40
287.10 287.10 287. 10 287.10 287. 10 287.10 | 287.10
220. 80 220. 50 220. 50 220, 50 220. 50 220.50 | 220.50
169. 20 169. 20 169.20 169, 20 169. 20 169.20 | 169.20
123.00 123.00 123.00 123.00 123, 00 123.00 | 123.00
112. 80 112.80 112. 80 112.80 112. 80 112,80 | 112.80.”

Sec. 2. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, a member of an armed
foree who was entitled to pay and allowanecs under any of the following provisions
of law on the day before the cffective date of this Aet shall continue to receive the
pay and allowances to which he was entitled on that day:

(1) The Aet of March 23, 1946, chapter 112 (60 Stat. 59).

(2) The Act of June 26, 1948, chapter 677 (62 Stat. 1052).

(3) The Act of September 18, 1950, chapter 952 (64 Stat. A224).

Smc: 3. The enactment of this Act does not reduce—

(1) the rate of dependency and indemnity eompensation under section 411
of title 38, United States Code, that any person was reeeiving on the day
before the effective date of this Act or which thercafter becomes payable for
that day by reason of a subsequent determination; or

(2) the basic pay or the retired pay or retainer pay to which a member or
former member of a uniformed scrvice was entitled on the day before the
effective date of this Aect.

8mc. 4. This Aet becomes effcetive on the first day of the first calendar month
beginning after the date of enactment of this Act.

Passed the Scnate July 20, 1964,

Attest: Ferron M. Jorxsron,

Secretary.

Mzr. Branororp. Now, let me tell you what the bill does, what the
Department of Defense proposed, and what 1 suggest we do.

Stated simply, the bill increases the pay of all officers and warrant
officers with over 2 years of service by 2.5 percent, and all enlisted
personnel with over 2 years of service by 2.5 percent.

Commissioned and warrant officers with under 2 years of service
receive an 8.5-percent increase because they have not been increased
since 1952, and the Senate report has recommended a greater increase
for this group on the grounds that young commissioned officers with
under 2" years of service, following a short orientation course ‘“‘are
assigned to jobs carrying the full responsibility for the grade concerned
and they are, therefore, not n a training status.”
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T'he Senate report also peints out that 1 young second lieutenant or
first licutenant is usually 4 to 7 vears older than the enlisted man that
is drafted.  The Senate report further states that 55 percent of the
second licutenants and 69 pereent of the first licutenants are married
and, thus, have dependents; whercas only 16.5 pereent of the enlisted
personnel are married. I presume this refers to enlisted personnel
with under 2 years of service.

The Senate report also points cut that no increase is provided for
enlisted personnel with under 2 yvears of service because, for the most
part, they are in a fraining stalus but that, in addition, the young
inan who enters service as an I&~1 reeruit is normally assured of three
pay raises during his first 2 vears of service, with a good chanee of re-
ceiving a fourth inerease.  That i, after 4 wonths, the Fo-1 recruit is
inercased from $78 (o $83.20 & month and shortly thereafrer, is pro-
moted o E-2 at $85.80 & month.  \nd most of the young men who
enter service are promoted 1o K3 their first 2 vears of serviece at
a pay of %0937,

Sceond lieutenunts, on the other hand, under present law receive
%222 30 & month and they normadly wait 18 months before they are
pramoted to first licutenant.

In 1963, the Committee on Armaed Services rejected any increases
for members of the armed services with under 2 years ol service on
the grounds that ull individuals entering the sevviee hud an oblization
to serve, and the ollicer who elected o zo o colleze had the advuntage
of entering on netive duty, in many eases, as a commissinned officer
and, thus, receive more pay than e would receive as an enlisted man.
However, it cannot be denied that the cost of living has increased
considerably since 1952, the last time we provided inereases in pay for
those with under 2 vears of service, and therefore the larger pay in-
erease for junior officers with under 2 years of seevice can be justified
on that basis since officers must provide their vwn food avd lodging,
if married, and in most instances the uniform allowance only covers a
part of the cost of the uniform. _ _

Oun the other hand, the young enlisted man is provided with food,
clothing, shelter and, us | huve indicated, 11()1'111&11)’ enters on active
duty without dependents. 7

Now, the Senate bill is not what the Department of Defease recom-
mended.  The Defense Departiment recommended a 3-percent in-
cerease for oflicers and warrant officers, including oflicers ar.d warrant
oflicers with under 2 veurs of service.  The Depurtinent recommended
a 2-percent increase for enlisted personnel with over 2 years of
sorviee but no inerease for enlisted personnel with under 2 years of
service. It is my understanding that the Department based is pro-
posal on the relationship of basic puy rates to salary trends of pro-
fessional ard technieal emplovees insofur us officers are concerned, and
bused its 2.4-percent increase for calisted personnel on the relation-
ship of basic pay rates to sulary trends of techniesl und clerieal person-
nel und Arnv-Air Foree wage board pay seales. Be thal as it may,
the Sennte committee saw fit to modify the Defense Department
proposal. and gave the same pereentage increase (o oflicers, warrant
officers, nnd enlisted personnel—namely, 2.5-percent increase, with
the exception of junior oflicers and warrant officers with under 2
years of serviee who will recetve an 8.5-pereent inerease. )

The cost of the Senate proposal for all the uniformed services,
including the Coast Guard, Public ITealth Service, and the Coast and
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Geodetic Survey, is $207,519,000 on a 12-month basis, and
$172,321,000 if the bill becomes effective September 1, 1964,

The departmental proposal recommended an October 1, 1964,
effective date at a cost of $142,616,000 for the Department of Defense.
When the cost of the Coast Guard, Public Health Service, and the
Coast and Geodetic Survey is added, this increases the cost of the
Department’s proposal by about $4 million. Thus, the difference
between the Senate proposal and the amount budgeted for fiscal year
1965 is $26 million more than that recommended by the Department
of Defense, Of this amount, however, about $10 million of the
increase is due to the fact that the Senate refused to accept the
Department’s proposal that reservists in a drill pay status not
receive any pay increase.

Now, let me give you the monthly increases recommended in this
bill by grade.

The 2.5-percent increase provides the following average monthly
increases in pay for commissioned officers and warrant officers:

0-2  First lieutenant. oo memmeceencc—cncmmeecae $11. 00
(O T 071 o1 5 W NN 15. 00
O—4 MajOr . o e e 18. 00
0-5  Lieutenant colonel. - o o o e 22. 00
O~6  COolONEl o o e e e 26. 00
O-7  Brigadier general _____ . ____ 31. 00
0-8  Major general_ _ __ . 36. 00
0-9  Lieutenant general. - ____ . 39. 00
0-10 General.__________ . 45. 00
0-10 Chief of staff _ . _ .. 49, 00
W-1  Warrant officer. - . . . _ 10. 20
W-2  Warrant officer_ _ - __ oo 11. 80
W-3  Warrant officer_ _ . __ __ ______ .. 13. 50
W—4  Warrant officer_ . _ __ __ __ . 16. 00

For the officers with less than 2 years of service who will receive an
8.5-percent increase, the average increase will be:

0-1  Second lieutenant._ ... $19. 00
0-2  First lieutenant. .. o 22. 00
0-3  Captain___ . _____ e 28. 00
0O-4  Major, if there are any _ .. ___________________ . ____._ 34. 00
W-1  Warrant officer_ __ ____ . 18. 78
W-2  Warrant offieer_ _ _ .. ____ oo ' 22. 58
W-3  Warrant offieer_ _ _ ____________ o ___. 25. 86
W—-4  Warrant officer_ _ _ _____________ .. 28. 30

For enlisted personnel, the 2.5-percent increase will provide the
following average increases:
1, for those few who have over 2 years of serviee
-2 Private. .. _________.___________
E-3  Private first class_ ____________________
-4 Corporal __________________________
-5  Sergeant____________________._________
-6 Staff sergeant ... ____________________________
E-7  Scrgeant first class
E-8  Mastersergeant__ . ___._________.____________ T
E-9  Sergeant major._____._________ . ____________ITmTmmmmmm

The Department also recommended that all reservists in a drill
pay status not receive an increase. They suggested something
similar last year and.we refused to accept it. They recommended .
that all reservists receiving drill pay not receive an increase this year
and the Senate eliminated it {rom their bill. Thus, we do not have
that problem to contend with.
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Now, let me give you my views on this proposal.

Mr. Rivers. Now [ want everybody to listen to this. Fverybody
who is aflected listen Lo this.

Mr. Branpronp (reading): When I say this is a modest pay in-
crease, that is the understatement of the year. 1 am not impressed
with comparability studies that have been prepared comparing
military pay with civil service pay. I doubt very much whether
military pay can be compared with any civilian occupation, civil
service or private industry. 1 know one thing, unless we provide
ndequate increases for members of the armed services, we are going to
develop n generation of mediocre officers and noncommissioned
oflicers which may be one of the most dangerous trends ever fuced by
any nation,

This is not a pay inerease that will do much for the military except
to keep faith with the pledge that President Kennedy made when he
snid he would use his best eflorts ““to ussure thuay in the future, mili-
tary compensation will keep pace with increases in salaries and wages
in the civilian ecconomy.”

This proposal does provide an increase and it can be argued, if you
use the right set of figures, that it provides some comparability with
eivil sorvice employees.  But I don’t know how you compare the re-
sponsibility of a eaptain of a carrier or a squadron communder or a
regimental commander with u G5 14 or (&5 15, On the other hand,
[ don't know how you compare the responsibility of a G5 -14 or 15
with a colonel or a captain serving on a board waiting to he retired.
The civil service employee, for the most part, 1as a conlinuing re-
sponsibility and his job does not change [requently. On the other
hand, military personnel—oflicers and noncommissioned officers
alike in a normal carcer will have varying degrees of responsibility.
On some oceasions, they will be paid far less than the responsibility
they have assumed. On some ocecasions they will be paid approxi-
mately the right wmount for the responsibility assumed, and, in a few
cases, will be paid more than the responsibility assumed. For that
reason, [ am not impressed with comparability studies, but 1 realizo
we have to compure military pay with something.

Now if I am nothing else, I hope I am practical.  And one of the
first things | learned carly in life is that ‘s bird in hand is worth
two in the bush.” I do nut want te jeopardize the expeditious enact-
ment of this proposal by suggesting changes thut will increase the
pay scales by an amount thal might endanger its immediate con-
sideration. For exumple, o half of 1 percent increase in this proposal
involves an annual cost increase of about $40 million.

There are other problems that face the military. Not the least
of these is a rather doubtful decision of the Internal Revenue Service
that dislocation nllowances are taxable income. But this is a question
that probubly will have to be decided by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee and if we were to winend this bill in an attempt to correct that
ruling, it might well be subject to u point of order. o

So, 1 shall support this bill just ssit is presented to us. Ttis simply
a revised pay scale that will do litue for our military persor nel except
to let them know that we are aware of their existence. 1t won’t
overcome the tendeney toward medioerity which T um afraid will
develop unless we tuke some drastic action in the near futare.

If T am here next January, and if certain other events take place,
and 1 should be chairman of this committee, or the ranking minority
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member, 1 will state here and now that it is my intention to introduce
a bill that will provide substantial increases in military pay, that will
provide substantial increases in subsistence allowances, and that will
overcome this somewhat naive decision of the Internal Revenue
Service with regard to dislocation allowances.

In addition, by next January if the Department of Defense has not
come up with a solution to the problems that have been created
through the payments of proficiency pay and reenlistment bonuses,
then I propose to begin hearings, if I am in a position to do so, on those
subjects. ]

I shall support this measure just as the Senate has presented it to
us because it is the only practical way to handle the problem. Next
January, one way or another, I intend to do a great deal more for the
members of our armed services who are watching their privileges,
their rights, their benefits being attacked from every side. _

Mr, Rivers. There is nothing else I need to say but this: The
only reason I make that statement is because one crumb is better than
no crumbs, and that is exactly what is before us. .

. Mr. WiLson. I hate to vote for this crummy bill, but I guess I will
nave to.

Mr. Rivers. This thing has one eye on the budget, one eye on
something else. We don’t have the benefit of any hearings. We
have not had the benefit of any expression from any witnesses. And
after discussion with the chairman and Mr. Blandford, we find it is
})etter to take this and hope that we can do something better in the

uture. : . .

Now, the reason we didn’t put in last year the under 2 years’ offi-
cers: We [elt then and we feel now, lots of us—and certainly the House
is on record—that these ROTC and other officers owed the country
- definite. obligation and were really an unknown quantity. And if
1t turned out as we hoped it Wouﬁi, and as a great percentage of
them have turned out and will turn out, they make excellent officers.
We didn’t feel that we really owed them any responsibility. They
signed the contract.

Positively we have no complaint about it and no fuss with the
other body about it. But we do think there are other considerations
that have not-been adequately taken care of. And this is the reason,
with great painstaking, this statement has been made.

In the areas which 1 have outlined, I feel very deeply, Mr. Secre-
tary, that these things have come about and we have been reluctant—
and the Department—to do something about it.

I would like very much to make an all-inclusive bill, as I tried to
do last year. But maybe in the future we will be in a position to
do more. I hope so, at any rate.

Now, that is the position T am in. That is the position I hope
the committee will take. - We face a practical problem. It is better
to get this 2.5 than nothing.

Now, I do agree with what the other body has done about not
agreeing with the Department on these drill pay status groups. They
did do a good job on that. T am glad to go along with them on that,
So my statement will have to speak for itself.

Mr. Secretary, did you want to say something?

Mr. Branprorp., He has a statement.

Mzr. RiveErs. Mr. Bates?
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Mr. Bares. Well, T would prefer thut the Seeretary make his
statement and then T think we can ask questions at that tine.

Mr. Rivens. That is right.  And in view of this, we have thought
it would wise to hear from the distinguished Seeretary, beeause nobody
has had the benefit of his position on this.

You sent up a roughly 3-percent bill, didn't you?

Secretary PavL. Yes. sir; 3-percent for officers and a lesser amount
for enlisted personnel.

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman, do 1 understund the Senate did not
conduct any hearings on this?

Mr. Rivers. No, nothing.

Secretary Pavn. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers., So, Mr. Seeretary—

Mr. Braxpronrp. They did have n wilness.  You did testify, did
you not?

Sceretary PavL. No.

Mr. Braxororp. Or did you answer questions?

Secretury PatvL. No, sir.

Mr. Rivers. T don’t think there was any.  We have no record.

Mre. Bares. Mayv I ask unother preliminary guestion with respeet
to that?  Was this bill ulso introduced in the House?

Mr. Rivenrs. No.

Mr. BrLaxpronrp. No.

Mr. Bates. Now, how did the Department of Defense transmit
this to the Senate?  Was that on request?

Sceretary Pavi. No, sir. We submitted a legislntive proposal in
Iebruary, Mr. Bates, which was not the same us the bill thet Senator
Russell’s committee reported out.

Mr. Bates. Was that introduced in the House?

Secretary Pavn. No, sir. It was not introduced in cither the
Senate or the House.

Mr. Rivens. I am glad Mr. Bates has asked that question.

Lust vear during the hearings, Mr. Bates, il vou will 1emember,
the Depurtinent did tell us that ufter this bill was passed—lust year,
wasn’t it”?

Mr. Braxprorp. Yes.

Mr. Rivens. A proposal would be sent up here promptly this year,
and that commitment wus kept, Mr. Seeretary, for which I congratu-
lute vou. DBut the chuirman, Mr. Vinson, didu’t feel that we should
take any action on this bill, this recent proposal, until we had had
some sort of expression from the other body. Because as we recall,
we passed the lust bill lnst Murch and it wasn’t sent buck to us until—
what. late in September, isit, Mr. Blandford?

Seeretary Pavn. Yes, sir; I believe it was late 1 September.

Mr. Rivers, Very late in September.  And we didn’t want that
1o happen again.  So we were gratified with action in the other body,
so gratified that we want to have this meeting. That is the reason
for it.

You may proceed, Mr. Secretary.

Secretury Pavn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

Your excellent stutement covered some of the points in my state-
ment, but inasmuch as this is the only hearing we will have had on
this pay bill, I would apprecinte the opportunity to read my statement.
1t is very short.
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Mr. Rivers. Go right ahead, sir.  This mecting is the only histery
we have on it, the legislative history. . '

Secretary Pavr. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
I am happy to appear this morning to testify on S. 3001, a bill to
increase the rates of basic pay for members of the uniformed services.

An increase in military pay 1s clearly justified on the bisis of upward
salary adjustments in the civilian sector, including Kederal civilian
pay. Of at least equal importance as the actual amounts proposed,
however, is the principle embodied in this legislation of the need for
an annual review procedure for military compensation. This is in
keeping with the pledge made by President Kennedy when he signed
last year’s pay bill to the effect that the administration would use its
best efforts to assure that in the future military compensation will keep
pace with increases in salaries and wages in the civilian economy.
In his budget message to the Congress this year, President Johnson
reaflirmed the soundness of the principle of an annual review and
support of this pledge. i

One of the principal sources of difficulty for the military has been
that, whereas their compensation has been adjusted sporadically and
after considerable timeclag, the pay of Federal civilian employees has
boen adjusted on a more regular basis. The last basic pay increase
for members of the uniformed scrvices became effective on October 1,
1963, but before that it had been 5 years since the last military pay
increase. During this 5-year period, classified employees of the Ifed-
eral Government received four pay increascs—in 1958, 1960, 1962,
and 1963—and confereces of the House and the Senate are now sched-
uled to meet on an additional civilian pay increase for this year. The
congequences of previous lags in military pay increases behind the
civilian sector have been unfortunate, and dramatic. We have calcu-
lated, for example, that over the last 15 years, the average officer—I
believe we took a captain with 6 years of service as the average—has
lost $14,000 because he got his pay increases at such infrequent inter-
vals. The Department of Defense submitted a legislative proposal
in February of this year which would have raised the basic pay of all
enlisted personnel with over 2 years of service by 2.4 percent and the
basic pay of all officers, including those with under 2 years of service,
by 3 percent.

As you are aware, S. 3001, while not distributing basic pay in
increases in these same amounts, is roughly comparable in total cost.
Specifically, S. 3001 would grant all enlisted personnel with over 2
years of service one-tenth of 1 percent more than the Defense Depart-
ment proposal—a 2.5-percent increase as contrasted with 2.4 percent.
In the case of officers, S. 3001 would grant all officers with over 2 years
of service one-half of 1 percent less than the Defense Department
proposal—a 2.5-percent increasc as compared with a 3-percent in-
crease. S. 3001 would grant officers with under 2 years of service
6 percent more than the Department of Defense proposal—81 percent
as contrasted with 2% percont. The only other difference relates to
drill pay for reservists and National Guard personnel. S. 3001 would
extend the new pay rates to all reservists including those called to
active duty and those performing drill. The Defense Department
proposal would have extended the new pay scales only to members of
the Reserve forces while on active duty, including active duty for
traning.
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The formula we applied in arriving at our proposed military basic
pay increases this yeur was as follows:

(@) Officers: The basic pay of officers will be adjusted arnually to
insure that it retains a constant relationship to an index based upon
the Bureau of Labor survey of the salaries of professional, adminis-
trative, and technicnl employees, except that no adjustment will be
made until the index moves 2 poinrs,

(b) Enlisted, over 2 years of service: The basic pay of enlisted
personnel with more than 2 vears of service will be adjusted annually
to insure that it retains a constant relationship to an index of technical,
clerical, and wage board wages (the index shall be based on the Bureau
of Labor National Survey of Technical and Clerical Pay and the
Army-Air Force Wage Board pay scales), except that no adjustment
will be made until the index moves 2 points.

(c) Enlisted, under 2 years of service: The busic pay of enlisted
personnel with less than 2 years of service will be adjusted annually to
insure that it retnins a constunt relationship to the Consumer Price
Index, except that no adjustment will be made until the index nioves
2 points.

In applying this formula, our review indicated that in the period
between t,fle time of our calcualtion as to the military pay inereases in
1963 and the time for developing our program and budget astimates
for fiscal year 1965 the appropriate indexes relating to oﬁiccl's, and to
enlisted personnel with over 2 years of service, had risen by more
than the minimum indicated in our formuls, whereas the index for
enlisted personnel with under 2 years had not.

T'he other important principle embodied in our proposed lagislation
this year relates to the impact of a 1ilitary pay increase on the cost of
the retirement system. In the military, an increase in basic pay
increases retirement costs more than o comparable increase in ci\'iﬁam
puy because military retirement Lenefits are tied exclusively to ter-
minal pay, as against a high-five average, and are drawn for a longer
period of time, due to the early retirement provisions for military
personnel.  Taking into account these differences, we made an adjust-
ment in our military pay proposals which lowered the proposed in-
creases below those which would have resulted from a striet comparison
with the indexes described above. The result was the proposed
increase of 3 percent for officers and 2.4 percent for enlisted personnel
with over 2 years of service.

Tn summary, Mr. Chairman, the Department of Defense strongly
supports a_basic pay increase for military personnel this year. The
amounts of such 1ncreases in the bill before your subcommittee vary
from the amounts we had recommended. This is of much less
consequence than the fuet thet in passing even this modest increase
within a year after passage of the Iast military pay increase. the
Congress and the administration will have demonstrated clearly that
the principle of regular military pay adjustments is aceepted as the
established policy of this Government., We believe that increases
in the dollar magnitude reflected in $. 3001, as in our proposals, are
fully justified, and we appreciate your prompt consideration of a
matter which is of such great importance to the morale, well-being,
and gencral eflicieney of the men and women in our uniformed services.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. RiveRrs. A very fine statement.
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Now, in summary, you think that your proposal would auto-
matically take care of the cost of living for the future if such a thing
were underwritten by Congress; that is, the two points in the Con-
sumer Index? _ _

Secretary Pavur. I think it would. Now, there is always a question
as to whether we start at the right starting point. But assuming we
started at the right point, which is the present moment—yes, sir; I
do think that a regular adjustment of this kind is about as good a
formuls as we have been able to eome up with. I can’t guarantee
that it would at all times keep pace with the outside economy, but——

Mr. Rivers. The reason I ask you that question, you have capably
referred to the civilian employees in the Department. They don’t
follow any such thing. You have pointed out in your statement that
there were bills in 1948, 1950, 1962, and 1964.

Now, T have been in Congress 24 years, 24 long years, and we have
had an awful lot of pay increases for the civilians, and 1 haven’t
noticed—not deprecating the contribution that these fine people
make to their Government, but certainly not apologizing for an
equal -contribution the military have made to keeping this country
free. I don’t think that those who have framed the pay increase for
the civilians followed any such a formula as this.

And if we were to follow your idea, the comparability would be
ridiculous to even consider it.

Is this right or not, Mr, Blandford?

Mzr. Branprorp. I think that is quite correct, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. I find trouble now following comparability.

Secretary Paur. So do I, Mr. Chairman. :

Mr. Rivers. I don’t know how you are going to cempare a GS~14—
we will say a GS-12 with an equal pay of an officer in charge of one
of these lonely, lonely SAC missions in an absolescent aircraft, or
something over yonder in that dismal role in Korea, keeping watch
over something that he doesn’t even know what the program 1s or the
policy is and the hope is. I don’t know how you are going to com-
pare that.

So comparability gets me confused in a morass of-~—I don’t know
what. Certainly 1t 1s confusion. So I don’t know. But I do think
Mr. Secretary—and I want to compliment you—this is something
that we have got to keep under constant consideration in the Depart-
ment, because of these things I have indicated. They attacked the
commissaries and thoy attacked all the fringe benefits. 1 have just
finished, as you know-—almost finished—the first phase of a hospital
hearing. All of these fringe benefits are under constant, annoying
attacks from all kinds and/or descriptions of people. And the morale
of the military in the meantime is being seriously affected. And this
is why I am glad to hear you say what you have. We have to stand
watch all the time on the interests and the morale of these people,
these dedicated people. And we are the only voice they have.

Mr. Bates, have you anything?

Mr. Bares. Just a few questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, did I understand you support S. 3001, even though
it varies somewhat from the DOD proposal? Lo

Secretary Pavr. Well, we certamnly support it in the sense, Mr.
Bates, that we think it is a good bill.  We-do think that our formula
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makes a little more sense, but certainly I am not here to criticize
5. 3001,

Alr. Bares. Well, does that pose any problems for vou in the [uture,
the passage of this bill?

Seeretary Pave. Well, the only problem T can foresee, Mr. Bates -
and I don't think this is necessarily 2 major problem —is in raising the
“under 1wo" officers by 81 pereent.  As the chairinan pointed out
earlier, we had actually propased an inerease for the “under two”
oflicers lnst yvear, and this subcommittee also reported out a bill that
had a significant increase for them. But when the final act caine out,
there wasn’t any increase.

So we have proposed an inerease, and obviously we think they should
have one. But the only difliculty T can see is that this bill, in pro-
viding an &' percent increase for that particular category, is in effect
making a slight structural ehange in the pay system, whereas our
theory behind our praposal was that this was an annual adjustment,
not looking toward the basie structure of the systern.  With that reser-
vation, I think it is a very good bill.

Mr. Bates. We also had the reservation last vear, and a3 a matter
of fact since 1952, when we denied the many increases.

Secretary Pavr. Yes, sir

Mr. Bates. We had reservations there, too. There was a question
of we hiad so mueh money available and we tried to give it to those
who had the ereatest family responsibilities.

Mr. Rivens., That is right.

Ar. Bares. And unfortunately in most cuses these young men that
were coming into the service didn't have the same commensurate
responsibility that those in the advanced grades had. Therefore,
we made the pay structure the way that we did.

Secretury Patn. Yes, sir.

Mr, Bates, Mr. Sveretary, [ note your comment in respeet to the
various increases which the civil servants have had.,  And you say
that the consequence of previous ruises in military pay inereases behind
the civilian sector have been unfortunate and dramatic. Do you
know any cases where the Departmient of Defense has presented pay
bills to the Congress where the Coagress failed to act?

Secretury Pave. No, sir; T don’t know of any.

Mr. Bates. Now in respeet to another matter, and that is the
comparability feature - -and T have the same problem in iy mind as
the chuirman, becavse [ don't think that you ean mix oil and water.
Tt is n useful tool. I could go that fur, snd have it as one phase of
comparison.

But I trust that on this oeeasion we are not establishing a rozen
rule so that henceforth everything will be in ubsolute uccord with
the buse period that we are accepting now. Beeause as vou said
voursell a few moments ago, if the starting point is right, we are all
vight. T it isn’t, we are wrong. So I would think that we ought to
have some lntitude here,

Now, in respect to officers, the Bureau of Labor survey's salaries of
professional, administrative, and technical employees: Are these civil-
ians in Government or eivilinns out of Government, or both?

Secretary Pavi. [t does not include the Government.

Mr. Bates, The entire ecconomy”?

Secretury Parr. Civilians,
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Mr. Batus. Now we may as well be practical. We know the
political influence of the ecivil servants. We know that. We have
seen this history here where the military have been denied pay in-
creases because they haven’t exercised the same political pressures
that have been exerted by other groups. We know that. i )

Now, if we are going to consider just outside people or primarily
people outside the Government, I think that that is something we
ought to wateh very carcfully, beeause I think any time the civilians
in Government get an incrcase we certainly ought to consider the
same thing for the military. And it hasn't been done. You have
complained about it and we have complained about it. And if we.
establish a formula which docsn’t include that possibility, I think we
are making a mistake.

Now in the second group, enlisted men with over 2 years of service,
the Bureau of Labor national survey of technieal and clerical pay and
the Army-Air Force Wage Boards—mow we know what the wage
boards are, which is separate from your regular civil service pay.
I can understand that.

Now this other group is the same as you had under the officers, that
is outside civilians primarily?

Secretary Paur. It is a different survey, but it is outside civilians,
yes, Sir.

Mr. Barus. All right. .

Now the third group you have got for the cost of living index for
the enlisted under 2 years of service.

Secretary Paur. Yes,sir. We feel for the reasons that the chairman
has stated and that Senator Russoll stated on the floor of the Sen:te
that aside from a cost of living adjustment, that these people who are
fulfilling an obligation, who are in the training status, given the limita-
tions on what one can spend for a pay increase, would fall in the lowest
priority. S :

Mr. Barss. Now none of us read the bill. T haven’t even read the
bill. I don‘t think any of use have read the bill. I don’t even know
if we have it before us.

Mzr. Branororp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. We have a report.

Mr. Batus. We have a report. I .don’t know whether it contains. -
the language you have. 1t says ‘“The basic pay ol officers will be
adjusted annually to insure that it retains a constant relationship.”

Secretary  Pavrn. No, sir.

Mr. Bares. Is that part of the bill?

Secrotary Paur. No, none of this is in the bill.

Mr. Bares. None of this philosophy is associated with the bill?

Secretary Pavn. None of this is in the bill.

Mzr. Bares. Mr. Chairiman, since it is not in the bill and since it is
not a matter before us, I won’t consider it any further. :

Mr. Rivers. This bill only goes—simply stated, the bill increases:
with over 2 years, 2.5, and the under 2 years’ officers, the 8.5, and the
over 2 years’ enlisted-———

Mr. Branvrorp. 2.5.

Mr. Rivers. 2.5; that is about all?

Mz, Branororp. That is all.

Mr. Rivers. And the drill status,

Secretary Pavun. Yes, sir.
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AMr. Braxprorp. Well, actually it increases them.

Of course, the drill puy stutus isn’t inentioned now. It was in the
original proposal but 1t isn’t in this bili because it is not necessary.

Mr. Rivens. Yes.

Mr. Bates, Mr. Chairman, 1 have just a couple of other quick
questions.

I liave been receiving soine mnil frome servicemen with respect to
possible exchanges and commissaries.  Now that is all in lieu of pay,
emoluments for service performed, really.  Is there any contemplated
action by the Departinent now in respect Lo commnuissary stores and
post exchanges, to cut thein down, to eliminate themn, to curtail them
in any respect?

Seeretary Pacn. No, sir, 1 know of no such plans.

Mr. Bates, Mr. Secretary, 1 wonder if we could—because we are
starting or tulking about u base point here, in this bill, a stacting point
for further adjustments later on. Even though you don't have it,
these rules and ratios, in the bill, nevertheless we are discussing them.

Secretary Paven. Yes.

Mr. Bates. 1 wonder if you huve some charts, starting with the
Mook (‘fommission report in the bill enacted in 1949, so we could get
these comparisons?

Mr. Braxpvronrp. It is in the Senate report.

Mr. Bates. Fine.

Secretary Paun. Yes, sir.

Mr. Bates. So we know whut this relationship has been since 1949,

Mr. Braxvronp. It is in the Senate report.

Secretury Pauvw. Yes, sir, there s an analysis in that report.

Mr. Bates. All right.

Mr. (Chairman, 1 have no further questions.

Mr. Rivens. Are there any other questions?

Mr. Wirsox. 1 have a question, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. Go shead.

AMr. Winson. Mr. Secretury, can this be in any way construed as a
cost-of-living increase?

Seeretary Patvn. Well, 1 ceuld rationalize myself into saying it is,
although the surveys, Mr. Wilson, really weren’t based on that.
They were based on the actual salaries being received by other people,
civilians, in the general economy. So I think it is stretching 1t a bit
to just say it is a cost-of-living increase, nlthough of course it takes
that into consideration, indirectly, beenuse that s one of the reasons
why their pay hus been increased, 1 presume.

Ar. WiLsox. The reason why- -I recognize of course that retired
personnel are not in any way considered in this bill because of the
existing lnws.  And their situation is dependent on a cost-of-living
increase before they are granted increases.

(AMr. Blandford nods) ,

My, Winson, So ] want it pretty elear ns to whether this should be
considered a cost-of-living increment or for comparability reasons or
some other reasons.

Seeretary Pacn. Noj it really is not u cost-of-living increase.

Ve, Braxbpronp. | think, Mr. Wilson, the cost-of-living index
wonld run about 1.8,

Secretury Pavn. Yes; | have that. It runs about 1.2 percent over
the sume period under which these percentages were cowpiled.
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Mr. WiLson. That is the figure. )

In other words, for the purpose of computation of retired pay in-
creases—as you know, of course it has to be cumulative, 3 percent or
more, and I think we start computing from January 1 to each suc-
ceeding January. And you are at 1.2 percent level now.

Secretary Paur. Yes, sir. And that is for a period of roughly a
year, a little more than a year.

Mr. WiLson. I would like to have a clarification on your reference
to the cost of living with regard to enlisted pay in your statement.

Why did you refer to it at all? Is this proposed legislation that
you are going to introduce next year?

Secretary Paur. No, sir. I was just describing the formula that we
had applied in developing our own proposals to the Congress. And the
reason why I referred to that one as the cost-of-living increase is be-
cause that one and that one alone is based on the Consumer Price
Index, which is a cost-of-living calculation, and that is the same index
upon which the adjustment in retired pay is to be based.

Mr, WiLsoN. And your cost of living is over a greater period of
years, then, because there have been no increases since 1952 in that
category, as I understand it.

Secretary Paurn. Well, there has been a 1.2-percent change, and
T think that is about standard in the way of a raise, over a period of
about 12 months.

Mr. Buanororn, Well, you didn’t quite understand I think Mz,
Wilson’s question, because your answer will have to be different.

The cost of living obviously has gone up considerably more than
1.2 percent since 1952.

Secretary Paurn. Oh, yes.

Mr. BranprorDp. The Department used as a basis the decision of
the Congress that as of October 1, 1963, the pay of the enlisted man
with under 2 years of service was exactly the base point where it
should be, and therefore whenever the cost of living after October 1,
1963, goes to two points or more, then the Department will recom-
mend a cost-of-living increase for enlisted personnel with under 2
years. of service. :

Isn’t that correct?

Secretary Pawn. That is right. _

Mr. Wirson. But you don’t anticipate any legislation in the future
that would make it an automatic increase based on the 2-percent
raise in the cost of living? :

Secretary Pavn. No, sir. - We don’t think that mandatory legisla-
tion—no, sir, we are not proposing that.

Mr. Winson. Now, Mr. Chairman, just let me say this.

I came to this meeting intending to oppose this legislation, because
I think, while it is intended to be a pat on the back, 1t is practically a
slap in the face to the military, because it is inadequate.

I hope—by granting a minor increase this year, I hope we don’t-
forgo next year the prospect of giving a logical increase or a needed
Increase next year. .

I think this. is entirely inadequate. I think the military is far
behind the increases that have been granted civil servants, and I just
want te go on record as saymg, that I am reluctantly supporting you
in this position. ‘
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Mr. Rivers, That is the reason T made my stutement, in hopes that
I could dispel uny feeling in my eolleagues’” minds that T wus going to
take this thing lving down.  And T am glad to hear my colleague say
that. )

AMr. Loxc. AMr, Chairman.

Alr. Rivers. Walil just a minute.

Iave yvou finished, Mr., Wilson?

Mr. Winson. Yes.

Mr. Ruvers, Yes.

Alr. Loxa. 1 just wanted to ask, Mr. Chairmuan—-—

Ar. Rivers. Who was usking?

Mr. Lo~a. Tt was [

I wanted to ask il the militury have [ullen behind, as they have
during a number of years, und what has been the reason forit? Ilas
it been the fuult of this committee or does it lie in the Budget Bureau
or who has been initiating or fuiling to inilinte ndequate pay increases
for the military people over the vears?

Mr. Rivens. Well, there are many fuctors involved. 1 would
suy -Mr. Blandford, cheek me out on this.

The Department was lax [rom the period--the last pay bill we had
was, what, 19567

Mr. Braxprorp. 1455,

Mr. Rivers, Before 1960,

Mr. Brasproun. We have had puayv increases actually in 1949,
1952—sinee this committee has been established.

Mr, Rivers, 1949, 1952 —-

AMr. Brasoprornp. 1949, 1952, 1955, and 1958,

Mre. Rivers. 1938 was the last one---1938 was the lust one, before
1963,

Now, I don’t--of course, Mr. Paul was not here.  But the Depart-
ment had been slow getting it up, and the Congress has been equally
slow doing something about it.

Mr. Loxe. By the Congress, do yvou mean this committee or do
vou mean the Congress as a whaole?

Mr. Rivienrs, T mean the Congress.  This committee has always
been alert.

Mr. Braxprorp. 1 think, Mr. Chairman, one of the things you
have to keep in mind in this is that when you are dealing with military
pay. which is about $12 billion—pay and allowances now constitute
about $12 billion of the defense budget —just a tiny increase in the
pay, Tor example, of the under-lwo man runs into u very substantial
amount of money.

And T ean reeall pay bills—T think the pay bill in 1949 ran $400
million, and the pay bill in 1952 ran close to $500 million. Then in
1955 it ran between $700 and $800 million.

But vou ure dealing with such large sums that the Congress, not
by inertin but beeause of the tremendous amount involved, normally
waits for the administration to maeke the recommendation. because
of the large amounts involved, )

Every pay increase for the military involves a very substantial
sum of money.  Thisis the smallest. if T am not mistaken, pay inerense
proposal thut has ever been submitted to the Conzress, 1sn’t that
correct, sinee 19-- 1 think since 1922,

Seeretary Pave. Yes; and also the quickest one to be submitted
alter the last previous one.
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Mr. BLANDFORD. Yes.

Secretary Paur. If T may add that.

Mr. StraTroN. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. Yes

Mr. Blandford, have you finished?

Mr. Braxprorp. When the members are finished, Mr. Chairman,
I have several technical questions to develop.

Mr. Rivers. Mr. Stratton.

Mr. StrarroN. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to ask with regard
to this matter of providing no pay increase for those with less than 2
years’ service. It wasn’t very long ago, Mr. Secretary, that we were
disturbed with reports that appeared in the press and that were dis-
cussed I think on the floor, either in the House or the other body, and
considerable agitation from Members of Congress in both bodies, with
regard to poverty in the Air Force and presumably by extension to
some of the other services.

Why do you continue to insist on no pay increase for those with 2
years of service in view of these statistics that were presented, pre-
sumably with the blessing of the Air Force, I think in the Air Force
Times and possibly in other publications?

I have never seen, Mr. Secretary, any statement by the Defense
Department on those figures.

ndividual Members were contacted by the press and asked to
comment whether we were in favor of poverty in the armed services
while we were trying to eliminate it elsewhere. And my only reaction
was that we were aware of the fact that those who were serving under
2 years were probably not being adequately compensated, that we
had removed an increase for them in the last pay bill largely in an
effort to bring the total below or down a little closer to the budget
figure. And 1t was my impression that we all agreed that they ought
to be increased in their compensation and that the Department rec-
ognized that.

Now here we are in a position where officers with under 2 years are
being given increases as you point out—what is it, 8 percent?

Mr. Rivers. 8.5.

Mr. StraTTON. 8.5 percont. And yet neither you nor the Senate
committee apparently, in spite of all the agitation a couple of months
ago about being concerned about poverty in the Air Force, has even
considered this point. ‘

I would like to know, Mr. Secretary, two questions. First of all,
I would like to have you answer this specific question for me, and
second—because you seom to have agroed in your statement that en-
listed men with under 2 years’ sorvice shouldn’t have a pay increase
because you say they come in 4 to 7 years younger than the officers
and most of them aren’t inarried, and yet we are given these statistics
about 7,000 of thom who are on relief or could be on relief.

Second, I would like to know what the position of the Department
is for the first time officially with regard to those stories that appeared
in the Air Force Times and elsewhere.

Secretary Pavi. Well, the story that appeared in the Air Force
Times—I read that analysis for the first time in the Air Force Times.
We have responded to as far as I know every congressional inquiry we
have had on the subject of this article.

I think—first of all, it is a statistical exercise. We have since that
time analyzed it.
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I think it is to some degree misleading.  (Gieneral Berg, who accom-
panied me this morning, is the lvudmcr expert in our oflice on this
general subjeet and has rrn en u good deal of lime to an analysis of this.
And we can furnish you with an analysis of the Air Foree article,
cither in writing or orally, as vou prefer.

Mre. Rivers. What about vour statement on the 12th?

Secretary Pavn. Sir?

Mr. Rrvers. What ubout the stalement vou made- -excuse me,
My, Stratton.

The statement vou made on the 12th of June regarding the 8,000
Air Force men which fell below the minimum established by the
Presidenton poverty? | think thatis whut Mr. Stratton is referring to.

Seeretary Pavn. I don’t reeall that preeise statement.

Mr, StraTrox. | wasn’t aware (hat they had made any official
statement, Mr. Chairman. Mayhe they responded to Members of
Congress. But I think it is unpmlunl we ought 1o gel into the record
what the position of the Department is.

Mr. RIVLns I think so.

Seeretury Pave. T would be very happy to put it in the record here.

Mr. Braxoronrn. | have some information, Mr. Chairman, (hat
might be helpful in this matter,

Mr. SrrarroN. Mre. Chairman, ean’t we get the Secretury to give us
his answer?

Mr. Iuvers. | want---right here, this article, let Mr. Slatinshek
read it——

AMr. Srrarrox. 1 am a littde disturbed. [ am in favor of this legis-
lation, Mr. Chairman, and [ support your feeling. 1 don t want to
]mld this up.

I do think that in view of the public flups that were created by these
stnlisties, whether they wre fallucious or whether they are (rue, we
ought at least to muke a stulement as to why, once again, in splte of
these stutistics, we are refusing to increase the payv of enlisted men with
less thun 2 vears of serviee.

Secretury Pavn. The statement that Mr. Slatinshek bas, which
came from me, is our official position on i, Mr, Stratton.

Mr, CHAIRMAN -——-

Mr. Rivers. Let him read it.

Mr. Srarixsuek. This 1s an interoflice memo from General Berg
to Secrelury Paul in respect to this particular problem, and 1t is
entitled “Air Force Pockets of Poverty.”  The memo reads 1s follows:

The Department of the Air Foree made a recent news release which inferred
that some of its meinbers fell below the poverty line established by tle President
in his "“War on Poverty.”  Specifically, it was indicatced that some 8,000 Air
IForee members made less Lhan the presceribed amounts for their size family; ie.,
3,000 for a family of 1, 82,500 for a family of 3, 82,000 for a family of 2, and
51,500 for n single person. The following comments regarding Lhi: portion of
the announcement are offered.

(2 The 8,000 members estimated were all airmen sceond elaxs (B-3) or airmen
third elass (13-2) with less than 2 vears’ =ervice.  This number was arrived al onn
statistical basis of the nmumber of people in these grades who were marricd with
cither one dependent or two dependents who were not en llyving status, did not
receive proficiency pay or any other incentive pay.  Further, this dotermination
dlid not inchide any value for medieal eare for themselves or their dep-endents nor
did it include any value for conuuissarv or post exchange privileges,  Since it
wis o statistical conchision and did not consider actual individuals, no con-
sideration could be given to the possibiliry of adeed income from “moonlighting”
or added income from the adult dependent.
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(b) Aside from the doubtful validity of these statistics as set forth above, it
must be noted that whatever poverty may cxist for these people is primarily a
rosult of their own decision.  Ixisting law docs not contemplate that an enlisted
man of the first 4 pay grades with under 4 yoars of serviee will be married. To
this end, no quarters allowance is provided for these people and thoy arc not
entitied to housing. Upon a permancnt change of station, their dependents are
not recognized and the sponsor is not entitled to travel allowance for his depend-
ents or movements of his houschold goods. Ile is entitled to a “‘dependents
assistance allowanee” which, together with a mandatory allotment from him is
supposed to “assist’” his dependents at their original residence.

In addition, the Air Toree indicated that sorae 4,000-odd of its merbers were
reeciving relief by living in low-cost housing. These figures must also be ap-
proached with eaution sinece the rules to enter low-cost housing vary by geograph-
ical area. The lower income limits for low-cost housing are not ncecssarily
equivalent to poverty levels and onee an individual cnters low-cost housing, he
is not required to move until his income has excecded a maximum level.

In conclusion, the Air Forec presentation which, startling in its gencral con-
clugion, may not be at all indicative of the actual situations.

Mr. BennmrT (prosiding). I think Mr. Stratton still has the floor.

Mr. StrarToN. If T may pursue this matter. :

Mz. Secretary, it was my recollection that 2 yoars ago, or 1 year ago,
when we had the other pay bill here before us, it seems to me it was
Admiral Smedberg who pointed out that the same situation existed
in the Navy, and that there were cortain members of the Navy who
were qualified for relief under the laws of the State of New York. T
am not sure whether this was a technical statistical presentation, it
may have been, or whether there were specific cases of individuals
living in the New York motropolitan arca who actually were receiving
some kind of assistance.

So I don’t think that your statement that this story was purcly a
statistical statement quite holds up.

I remember the story indicated that of this total—I have forgotten
whether it was 4,000 or 7,000—the overwhelming majority were those
who were in public housing. And T would agree with you that because
somebody is in public housing—and T have served on a public housing
authority in my home community—that that doesn’t mean that he
is necessarily destitute. In fact, we used to give broaks to service
personnel. But they also listed a specific number who were actually
receiving other kinds ol welfare assistance.

Now this wasn’t a statistical determination. Unless the Air FForce
Times was completely misrepresenting the picture, these were a
specific number of persons who were getting various kinds of relief.
Relatively to the numbers who were on public housing it was small.
But it was specific.

And the reason that this story was dramatically brought to my
attention is that I remember that Admiral Smedberg made a point
ol this 2 years ago. And certainly il this was true 2 years ago, it
would be even truer today when we have failed to give those with
less than 2 years service any increase at all. )

Mr. Winson. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Beyverr. Well—

Mr. StraTToN. I would like—may I just get the answer to this?

Secretary Paurn. Well, you are correct.

The Air Force Times, incidentally, did report very accurately what
the Air Force told them, because I asked for a copy of the briefing
that was given to them and received it. 'The article was accurate.
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And you are also correct in stating that there are other types of
relief benefits that the roughly 5,000 people have been receiving.

Of the total of 5,000, 4,698 were in low-cost public housing.” And
the other numbers were 280 food, 45 grants, and 24 clothing. And
that completes the 5,000.

And it is also correct that Admiral Smedberg had specific examples
of people who were in a relicf status. And New York City was one
of them. And there were various newspaper articles written at about
that time that listed specifics. So there are specific cases that cer-
tainly do exist

Now translating that into the answer to your question, Mr Stratton,
about why do we allow this to go on and why don’t we ask for an
increase for these people, I can only repeat what hias been seid earlier,
that these personnel with under 2 vears of service historically—the
philosophy regarding their pav has to be provided them with their
needs in kind, such as clothes, food, shelter, with a minimum remun-
aration in the form of pay.

Mr. Bexxnerr. They are not all volunteers, arc they?

Seeretary Pavur. No, they are not.

Mr. Benverr. Well, thal is a strange thing now. Now the letter
says this is our own fault and that they brought it on their own
because they are married.

Mr. Braxprorn. They aure married after being inducted.

Seeretary Pavrn. A lot of then warry after being inducted.

Mr. Benxerr. The statement savs volunteers, and they are not
V(ihmteers for military service, but that they have asked for it them-
selves.

T assume what that letter meant was that thev asked for it because
they were married and not because they were in the service.

s that the meaning of that article?

Secretary Pavrn. That is the meaning, yes, Mr. Bennett.

Mr. Sraatroxn. Do you have a rule against marriage on the part
of enlisted men in the first 2 vears”

Seeretary Patvr. No. The Air Foree and the Marine Corps do not
allow a man to enlist if he is married. The other services do.  How-
ever. of course, once he is in we can’t stop him from getting married.

Mr. Strarrox. Well, aren’t we being a little bit ridiculous, then?
You can stop him. You can stop him in the service academies.
Aren’t yvou being a little bit ridiculous to have no rule agairst it, and
vet to sav that it is his own fault and he is just going to have to sleep
in the bed that he has made for himself?

You say you are not going to provide any additional food, you are
not going to provide any housing, you are not going to provide any
moving of furniture. The nature of human nature being what it is,
it scems o ne vou can expect these men to get married, and it seems
to me extremely shortsighted if we are not going to make any provision
for that during a 4-vear period.

Mr. Braxprorp. We do provide, Mr. Stratton. of ccurse, the
ndvantages of the Dependents Assistance Act with that very thought
in mind. That was written in 1950, during the Xorean crisis, and it
has been the law ever since, and we have continued it, and it amounts
to & very substantial amount of money being paid out each year. It
was never intended to equalize what they might have earned on the
outside, but it was to provide them against penury, complete penury.

Mr. Bexxerr. Are vou through, Mr. Stratton?
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Mz, Strarron. I don’t want to pursue this too far, Mr. Chairman.

Tet me just say I would appreciate it if the Secretary would give me
a copy of this analysis, and I think it ought to be in the record. Is
there something more than just the letter that Mr. Slatinshek read?

Secretary Pavr. We can provide you with more information. That
is all that has been given to the committee so far. We can go into
more detail if you wish.

Mr. StraTTON. 1 think, too, Mr. Chairman, that while as Isay I
don’t intend to oppose this bill, I do think that this position that is
taken particularly on a followup pay bill with regard to those with
under 2 years of service is really indefensible, and I think something
should be done about it. I can’t quite believe that the Department
would take what seems to be the callous attitude that they are taking.

Secretary Paur. Mr. Stratton, I really don’t think we are being
callous about this. Wo are complying with the existing statutes, and
the existing statutes have been on thoe books for many yoars, and what
you are suggesting would involve a basic relook at the whole philos-
o%hy of what we pay to these people who are in a training status and
why we do it.

Mr. StraTToN. You proposed an increase for those under 2 years’
service in the last bill. ~ We are the ones that cut it out.

Secretary Paur. Well, it was by far tho smallest increase of any in
the bill. 1t was, I beliove, a 5-percent increase and we did not rosist
it at all when it was taken out. It was so much smaller than any of
the other increases that it was really de minimis in a bill of the magni-
tude we were proposing last year.

Mr. StraTTON. You are not suggesting in the future that the pay
for the first 2 years should be just frozen in perpetuity and all future
increases would relate to those over and above 2 years of service?

Secretary Pavur. No, sir; I certainly don’t, and I would also like
to restate, which was mentioned I believe in the chairman’s statement
earlier, that a man who comes in as an E—1 with any luck at all will
realize several advancements before he has completed his 2 years of
obligated service or his 2-year tour so that his pay will, in fact, increase.
There is an automatic increase after 4 months.  He becomes an E-2,
and in most cases he can achieve the rating of -4 perhaps within a

ear of his first service, so that he does realize some compensation
increase through that method.

Mr. STraTTON. Well, it seems to me that we got to keep that pay
in mind just as much as the pay of those above 2 years. We are
certainly not going to keep them paying $21 a day once a month
from now until doomsday.

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Benwerr. Okay.

Mr. Wilson.

Mr. Winsow. I wanted to point out, Mr. Chairman, that we are
not paying them $21 once a month, and that is the reason in consider-
ing these pay increases in the past that we bypassed the privates and
gave some consideration to those up the line, because, for political
reasons, since there are more privates than anybody else, they have
benefited over the years more proportionately 1n their increases than
others in higher grades. '

Frankly, I don’t think they are underpaid right now, in the first-
year category. When you look at interns who have gone through 8
years of medical school or so and consider the pay they get while they
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are in a training status, T don’t think that there is or could be any
valid objeetion {o withdrawing or leveling the:n out for the first
2 years.

I'would just like (o say this: 1 would like a copy of General Berg’s
statement to you, Mr. Secretary. 1t is incredible it is an ineredible
stutement, in my opinion. [ mean we are saying (hat the Army or
the Air Force Times, who said. und very clearly---it is 1 Departinent
of Air Force news release that contuins all this infornmtion, and
claimed that Air Force men were in that condition.  So I don’t think
it is any editorial comment. This is an actual stutement by the
Depurtiment of Defense, and in effect, General Berg, if T ata reading
this correctly, snys “We said it but it wasn’t true,” and ver it really
doesn't say that.

Secretury Pavr. We didn't say it, Mr. Wilson. "T'he Department
ol the Air Foree put it out.

AMr. Wrinsox, Well, all right.

Seeretury Pavn, | never saw it until | read it.

Alr. Winsox. Who is the Department of the Air Foree?

Secretary Pavr, For these purposes, | wouldn't know. [Laughter.]

Mr. Strarrox. Was any effort made to find out?

Seeretury Pavn. Yes.  General Berg perhups -1 don’t reeall of uny
individuals.  This has happened belore in the Defense Department,
Mr. Stratton.  Individual military departments cive briefings to the
press on a variety of issues.

Mr. Loxa. Mr. Chairman———

Secretary Pavi. Realistically we ean’t stop it. ]

Mr. Rivers. Wait now. [ haven't recoznized Mr. Schweiker.
Who had the floor Iast?

Mr. Busxerr. Mre. Stratton.

My Strarrox. Mr. Wilson.

Mr. Rivens. Well, wait.  Dr. Long, and then you are rext, Mr,
Schweiker.

Mr. Loxa. 1t occwrred to me as vou were speaking there, Mr. Paul,
and giving these justifications, that we were really applying a double
standnrd to the higher ranks as compared to the p(‘op}c who hinve been
in there less than 2 vears. A lot of the wrguments that the higher
standards are underpaid are also stetistical. | mean you could prob-
ably find many people whao had other menns or other sources of in-
come, just as you could argue that ‘he people with less than 2 vears,
while theoretically they may have low incomes, may have other
sources of income.

I think this applies also to many of the arguments of medical
subsistence and so on.

So 1 don’t think you are entitlec to use these arguments for one
group and not use them for another.

Now isn't- I would also like to ask this question. What is vour
statisties for the averuge pay inerease that a person under 2 years
gets by promotion, by virtue of promotion, as opposed or as compared
to what the others have gotten by virtue of time aiul promotion?

Secretary Pavn. Well, the E-1, which ix the lowest entry zrade. is
%75 a month and alter 4 months—— -

Mr. Loxa. Now vou are giving me a theoretical figure. T want to
know, taking the whole gnmut of enlisted people. T mean of 11en who
are under 2 yvears’ service, what has been thelr averaze puyv increase?

Approved For Release 2005/04/21 : CIA-RDP66B00403R000400280002-4



Approved For Release 2005/04/6?)4:9CIA-RDP66BOO403R000400280002-4

Tn the terms of how much you are paying them now, the average
man, after he is in 6 months, 1 year, and a year and a half?

Follow me—— .

Mr. Rivers. Let me give you this and maybe this will help you.

After 4 months, the -1 recruit is increased from $78 to $83.20 a
month, and shortly thereafter is promoted to B2 at $85.80 a month.

Mr. Lona. Are they all promoted on that way of-——

Mr. Rivers. And most of the young men who enter the service are
promoted to E-3 in their first 2 years of service at the pay of $99.37.

No; they have the opportunity.

Mr. Long. Well, what I am trying to find out is not what they can
do but what does actually happen. Ilow many men who have been—
what is the average earnings of your men who have been, that is who
have ended their first year of obligated service?

Secretary Pavr. General Berg, can you help out?

General Brra. Approximately $100 a month.

Mr. Long. As compared with how much starting out?

General Berg. $78.

Mr. Lona. $78.

Mr. Rivers. What percentage——

Mr. Long. How much are they earning at the end of 2 years
obligated? What is your average?

General Berg. It varies considerably by service, but somewhere in
the neighborhood of 50 percent of them end up by making $122.30
a month.

Mr. Long. Yes. It is still a pretty modest amount.

Secretary Pavn. Yes, sir.

General Brre. On a percentage basis, to answer the question you
agked originally, at the end of 2 years the average man’s pay will have
increased 27 percent. This is the under-2 enlisted man.

Mr. Long. Right. How does this compare with people in higher
ranks above that? For example, what about a second lieutenant
who is not in his first 2 years but is going on? Tow much does his
pay increase after 2 ycars?

General Bere. Well, in order to make the same comparison

Mr. Liong. Yes

General Bera. An under-two officer gets promoted one time, at the
end of 18 months, and the increase in pay for him amounts to 5.9
percent.

Mr. Loxe. Now, is it the real reason—well, let me ask this question:
Are you going to come in next year, Mr. Paul, with no recommenda-
tion for an increase of pay for the people with less than 2 years?

Secretary Pavur. I don’t know.

Mr. Rivers. Of course you may not be here. Let’s find out if
you are going to be here.

Secretary Pavr. If I am here, I don’t know, Dr. Long, what we
are going to come up with next year.

Mr. Lo~a. Is there any discussion of this? Because it does seem
to me it is relevant to our consideration here. You come in here
with a pay increase and we all would—we don’t want to hold things up.
We want to see the pecople get their pay increase. And we are sort of
prisoners, in other words, of your proposal.

But if you are going to do this year after year, come in here with no
pay increase for the people under 2 years, then I think we are entitled
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to say to ourselves, “Well, maybe we ought to start voting against
your proposals, to make you come in with something better.”

Secretury Patr. We have- in answer to your question, we have
this matter very much under study, along with other aspects of mili-
tary compensation. At this time, though, I can’t say what we are
going to come up with next January, whether we will or we won’t.

Now we have- as Mr. Stratton pointed out, lust. vear we did recom-
mend an increase {or people in this category, of 5 percent. It did not
come oul that way in the final act. We accepted that, of course.

Now whether we would propose what is essentially a whole change
in the philosophy of how you treat these people is a very big subject
indeed, and we certainly will study it. But 1 can’t say now what we
might do.

Mr. Loxag. Let me ask vou this question. Do you think this is
good econormics, to underpay Lhese people?

Now as a Congressman, I do a very lively business in parents of
people in these first couple of yvears and the men themselves, using
every device they can to try to get out of this obligated service. They
want postponements.  They want to gel out early. They want hard-
ship this, they want hurdship that.  Andisn’t u very large purt of this
due to the fuct that thisisn’t & good deal compared with what they can
got elsewhere?  And il you did pay them more, you wouldn’t have
much of this linngling und dodging, and you would have more willing
people and pertmps 2 better kind of person wanting (v stay in,

Secretury Pavr. Well, T think undoubtedly if you significantly
increased the pay of these people, more of them would stay in and there
would be less griping and less people leaving the service. As Mr.
Blandfurd pointed out, the cost of a significant pay increase--and
we are talking about well over 800,000 people here—the cost of a
significant pay increase would be in hundreds of millions of dollars
a year, and whether the Government feels that this is an investment
that they wish to make is a question.

So far 1t has not been an investment they wish to make. Now I
must say also in connection with vur study of the dralt, wo owe the
President a report on this subjeet T believe by the first of April next
year. We are very actively studving it now. We are considering
n the course of that study whether or not we might be able to, by an
increase in pay, eliminate the need for the draft, just as we arc also
studying a possible lowering of the stundards for admission into the
service, and a number of uther things.

So this is certainly what we are looking at right now. But whether
it is worth the price, I can’t say.

AMr, Loxg. Don’t you feel it is true that while we all have an
obligation to our country, to tuke young boys in the early years of
their lives, just getting sturted out, and underpaying them for this
service to the country—this is a rich country, a prosperous country.
We are in a sense asking people in the formative years of their lives,
in the years when they are trying to get started and trying to get
woing, we are asking them to subsidize the rest of us in a way which
is perhaps putting a greater burden upon them than we have a right
to ask them to do?

Secretary Pavn. Well—-

Mr. Loxe. T mean—in other words, why should a young boy 18
or 19 subsidize me as a taxpayer, by working for me at e lower price
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that what he is worth on the open market? TIn wartime yes, but why
in peacetime? o )

Secretary Paur. Well, the obligation of a young man to serve in
the military forces of his country in my own opinion, Dr. Long, is a
fixed obligation and one that every young man in this country has,
if he is physically fit and able to do it.

Mr. Lonea. Of course.

Secretary Paur. But I don’t see——

Mr. Long. But at a lower price than his services are worth? Don’t
we as taxpayers have the obligation to pay the taxes to support our
country and to defend our country? Why should we expect him
to do it at a lower rate?

Secretary Pavn. Well, there is a big quostion as to what he’s
worth—and I hate to get into this kind of a discussion about what a
young man is worth—but as a soldier he isn’t worth very much until
he is trained and a good deal of the timo he spends in his first month in
the service is strictly nonproductive from the point of view of the
Government, until that man is trained and ready to perform as a
soldier.

Mr. Lonag. Well, you could say that about the Congressman. You
can say we weren’t worth very much until we get training, but they
pay me the same amount of money as they do for Mr. Rivers, who
has been here for 24 years. '

I mean; I don’t think we should use one argument——

Mr. Rivers. Noj; I don’t think we better include the Congress.

Mr. Wison. Well, as long as you are including Congressmen, I
point out that the congressional salaries in 1940 were $10,000 and we
are now paid $22,500. The private’s wage in 1940 was $21 and he
now gots $80, and he has gained far more, 400 percent almost—made
a far greater gain than many other clements of our society,

Mr. Lona. Well, of course it is possible to argue to a fellow who
is starving to death that you are giving him three times as many
calories as you did last year, but if he is still starving, it isn’t very much
consolation to him, '

Mr. Wiuson. This is merely an arbitrary figure.

Mr. Lona. I might raise this question, too: The point was made
here that these men are on a training status and it is customary to pay
people in a training status a lower amount, and the analogy was drawn
with interns and so on. But an intern, working to be a medical
doctor, is doing something, acquiring training that is ' a longrun
investment in his earning capacity and will pay off very handsomely
in the future. I don’t think you are arguing that a fellow coming
into the armed services, serving obligatory service, is acquiring the
kind of training that is going to be helpful to him in the future, in that
same sentence.

In many cases they won’t be very much better off.

Mr? Rivers. Are you addressing yourself to the beyond the 2
years? '

Mr. Braxprorp. No; the under 2.

Mr. Bennerr. Under 2.

Mr. Liona. T am talking about the under 2.

Mr. Rivers. T thought the Sccretary gave you a good answer.
There is an area of obligation.
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Mr. Long. Well, T agree that a man is obligated to serve his
country, but I don't see why he is obligated to serve it ub cut-rate
prices.

Mr. Bex~ert. You can always introduce a bill to make it better.

Mr. Rivers. Of course that 1s subject to a lot of discussion. T
think we bave done pretty well by them.

In that connection, in the last pay bill, General LeMay and I were
talking, and having many discussions about the inadequacy of the pay,
in the first bill as a whole. And he told me, I think he said it cost
him $30,000 to train a boy in the Air Force for 2 years, that in the
first 2 yeurs they invested over $30,000 in him, General Berg. And
the return was very nominal. Just at the time he started produvcing,
he was looking for greener pastures because us he put it, a.n(fyou have
put it, that it wasn’t aitractive.

And of course we get to the apple.  You can only cut it so many
ways, and Mr. Blundford says you have to look at tile budget. And
Senuntor Russell bas said in his statement there just wasn’t enough
money. And be cut his half 2 pereentage point sbove what you
recommended ncross the board. but he added the drill status and the
under-2 oflicers.

Mr. Lo~xg. T wonder—-we are spending 350 billion a year, Mr.
Chairman, on our Armed Forees. 1 wonder how much paying people
under 2 years a sum which would be compared to what their opportuni-
ty for carning would be in real life, in other words, giving them the
same type of compensation you try to give to give comparability pay
to the other—how much this would add in dollars and percentage
terms to your national defense budget?

Mr. Braxpronp. I think we can develop that, Dr. Long.

Mr. Loxg. What?

Mr. Branprogrp. I plan to develop that this morning.

Mr. Lose. You do?

Mr. Rivers. Are you finished?

Mr. Loxc. I would like Lo hear the snswer to thal.

Mr. Braxporonop. I think it is importaut. I thick Dr. Long has
put has finger on a point that we ought to look at, because you recog-
nize that if you increase the under 2 to a sizable anount, and since we
always try to keep a relationship between one pay scale vis-a-vis the
other pay scales, that this will automatically set up a chain reaction
for all the rest of the pay scales.

Now, Mr. Sceretary, am I correct, if we provide a 2.5 increase for
enlisted personnel with under 2 years of service, that this would
increase tho cost of this bill by approximately $28 million?

Secretary Pave. Yes, that is correct. o

Mr. Braxprorp. Now, if you use that as a basis ard counsidering
the fact that o half of 1 percent inerease in this bill constitutes a $40
million increase for all of the pay scales, and you multiply thas to come
up with any kind of un increase that would amount to anything, you
can sce that a 1-percent inerease will cost $80 million additional a
yenr
Y Mr. Rivers. Above the 2 vears. .

Mr. Brnaxprorp. Multiply that by whatever pereentage you wish.

Mr. Rivers. Wait, now.  Above 2 years, 1 percent would be $80
million.

Mr. Braxprorp. $80 million.

Mr. Rivers. Below the 2 years, 2% would be $28 million.
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Mr. Branprorp. Yes, sir.

We have gone into this, Dr. Long, since I have been here, since
1947, since we have been handling these pay bills, We have gone
into these—they are staggering sums of money when you get into
some sizable increases. Where you are really going to come up with
the statistics that will be most helpful to you—and T am confident
that the Congress is going to have to face this problem—will be on
the size of your Armed Forces, your training costs, which are tremen-
dous, and how you are going to obtan personnel in the future, and
whether it will be possible for the armed services to operate with fewer
people if you provide an adequate amount of money so you can elimi~-
nate the necessity for drafting people. If you can continue to cut
your retraining cost, increase your reenlistments and retention rates,
you can then pay these people the amounts that you are talking about.

I personally think it can be done. But you can’t do it if you are
going to maintain a force structure of 2,800,000 people within the
economy. That is the problem.

Mr, Rivers. Well, now, let’s hold that right there. I want to get
to Mr. Schweiker because he has been trying to get the floor.

Mr. Schweiker.

Mr. Scaweiker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. And then we will get back to you, Doctor.

Mr. Lona. T am all through.

Mr. Scawrurker. I would like to ask the Secretary: The President
has ordered some study about eliminating the draft. Now, what
studies have you folks made with relation to this pay scale in the event
we do decide we can on a practical basis eliminate the draft, and, if so,
were these factors considered in this pay raise?

Secretary Pavr. Well, in this particular pay raise, no, because we
have not completed our study on the alternatives, possible alternatives
to z(xi draft. This is going to take us at least a year, to complete that
study.

AsT said to Dr. Long, we are taking into account the effect of paying
people more, on whether or not we might be able to eliminate the draft.
We just haven’t completed that as yet.

Mr. Scawriker. Well, if you eliminate the draft you certainly
would conclude you are going to have to pay more to attract them.
Isn’t that an obvious conclusion? You wouldn’t pay them less to
attraet them?

Secretary Pavr. No, you wouldn’t pay them less, but I don’t
think it is an obvious conclusion that you have to pay them more.

Mr. ScuwrIkER. You don’t have to pay them more to attract them?:

Secretary Pavr. [ think
~ Mr. Scuweiker. Why can’t we get them now, then, if you don’t
have to pay them more? , .

Secretary Pavr. Well, for one thing, our standards, both mental
and physical, are quite high, Much higher than they have been in
previous years. And there is a possibility that we could lower the
standards and thereby get voluntary enlistments, I don’t know. Itis
premature for me to state conclusions at this point. But I don’t
think pay is necessarily the answer.

Mr. Scawrikrr. Well, T couldn’t agree with——

Secretary Paur. It may turn out to be. I wouldn’t want to
prejudge that. . . : '
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Mr. SenwelkEg. I couldn’t agree with vou less.  You can’t read
letters thut come into our oflices as to how these fellows try to make
out—bhy just hauling a trailer (v their base of destinution. We
passed o bill and it nearly broke the backs of these fellows just to
move them.  Because he didn’t have the money to put out. He
deducted and pul aside so muny dollurs o month for how many months
were involved in his particular move, without figuring the extra costs.
Which wus something that was caused by the nature of his occupation.

And U.S. News had another article, that nobody referred to vet,
that there ure thousands of people under the poverty standards in all
branches of the service.  Are yvou folks familine with this article?

Seeretary Pave, | havn’t read thut article.

Mr. ScnweIKER. You huven't read that article. 1 would sure be
glad to send it to you, beenuse if you are studving it on the basis of
some comparability program you would look ut that analysis, and
including the extra emoluments of the job. you will find it weuld still
put us below the poverty stundards, of thousands of men in the Army,
Nuvy, and Air Force. )

I don’t think this areument --I would like to state this for the reeord,
that I don’t buy this areument that beeause he is training he ought 1o
be on sturvation wages.

II vou are talking comparability, no business does this todav,
business goes to a college and reerusts the fellows at the going rate,
and keep them on a rate for a vear or two, even though they wre
completely unproductive.  And they even pay them to go to college,
ul the rate that they get when they are earning.

So, as far as comparability, we are way off from anything corparable
to business. If vou take the minimum wage rate alone, why, these
fellows, even if they are earning the higher rate that vou say they are
carning after a vear, they are stll only one-half of what we puy as a
minimum rale in this country, which lnbor is griping is inndequate
atd wants to be raised now,

So, I sure think this is a (ragic mastake, to not merease our lower
enlisted ranks. T just can’t understund, that we put » bill in and pot
do that, in view of the fuct we are moving toward the elimination of
the draft, if it is practical, nnd we are teyving Lo get better men, whether
we lower the physical standards or not. and we are wying to get themn
tostay. And I must say I do approve the Shi-percent increasc for the
junior officers.  These are the Ehluws that need it the most. They
are forming homes, they are buving furniture, they are buying fur-
nishings. They have no savings to rely on when they form their
families. 1 approve of that.

But I sure swallow hard to put a bill through without increasing
the lower pay grades. In essence, we are diseriminating, No. 1,
against the married man, and, No. 2, against the draltee, because
that is what the 2-vear deal is wiined at, that the [ellow serves.

IT the draft were being done fairly it s one thing, but a lot of people
don’t get drafted.

So vou ask the fellow to take a double pennlty, of the penalty of
siving 2 vears of his life, and the penalty of lower wages.  So I think
this is all backward, Me. Chairman. T think it is a sorry bill to pass
with this provision in it.

T ngree with the comparability prineiple, and 1 agree wizh your
statement wbout higher pay rates and more study later on. But 1
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think we are certainly going backward in our thinking, and are very
obsolete in our approach when we come in with a bill like this.

Mpr. Rivers. As [ have said in my statement, this is not my bill.
I am taking it because I have no alternative. But, next year, I hope
to be in a position to do more at an earlier period.

Now, are there any other questions?

Mr. Buanprorp. Yes, Mr. Chairman. :

Mr. Rivers. Wait. I want to find out the order of questioning.

Dr. Long, have you finished?

Mr. Long. I am finished.

Mzr. Rivers. Thank you.

Mr. Buanprorp. Mr. Sceretary, would you identify for the pur-
poses of the record the 10 O—4’s with under 2 years of service?

Secretary Pavn. These O-4’s are very elusive, I find, Mr. Bland-
ford. Tt is quite possible that that statistic, which has been on the
books of the Defense Establishment for a great many years, is in
error. Woe are attempting to track it down right now.

Mr. Branororp. I wonder if I might have that for the purpose of
the report, if possible? :

. Mr. Rrvers. Say that again. I missed that question, Mr. Bland-
ord.

Mr. Buanprorp. Well, there was some fuss in the Senate about 10
majors who had under 2 years of service, and Senator Russell said
they couldn’t be identified, and then they pointed out in the report
that there were 10 majors but nobody has been able to find them. I
don’t think they exist.

T think—in order to avoid the same conflict on the floor, T would
like to climinate those 10 majors with under 2 years of service.

Mr. Batrs. Were they doctors or what they are?

Mr. Branpororp. (Statement requested off the record.)

No, they are not, doctors. That is something else we want to point
out. That is, physicians and dentists who enter on active duty come
in with longevity credit when they enter on active duty. So no
doctor is included under this. There will be lawyers and there may
be some specialists of some type.

Mr. Rivers. Of course we have argued the case of lawyers and
never got to first base. I have had some fights with the Army on
lawyers. When a lawyer gets in the service, he is a man almost with-
out a country. Ile doesn’t have anybody striking for him.

Do you agree or not? .

Secretary PauL. I am a lawyer, How can I disagree, Mr. Chair-
man? {Laughter.]

Mr. Buanororp. Would you identify the 2,527 captains with
under 2 years of service?

Secretary Paur. T suspect, Mr. Blandford, that that figure is in
error, also. And we will clean it up before you have to write your
report.

Mr. Branprorn. Well, wo are saving money then.

How about the 4,861 first lieutenants?

Secrotary Pavr. That one——

Mr. Branprorp. Is solid.

Secretary Paur. Is a solid figure.

Mr. Buanororp. All right. And of course we know about the
second lieutenants.
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Then the other question is, Would vou give me for tho record the
average rate of progress, the samo question thut Dr. Long asked you?
I wanted to be satisfied, and I think the subcommitteo should be
satisfied, as to what happens to the average inductee or volunteer.
We know that at the ond of 4 months he automatically goes from an
Ji—1 recruit to the higher pay, so that he goos from $78 to $83.20 auto-
matically at the end of 4 months.

Now, on tho average, how long does the E-1 recruit with over 4
months sorve before he 1s promoted to 8-2?

Secretary Pavr. On the average 1 additional month.

Mr. Branororn. One udditional month.

Then on the averaze, how long does tho avernge E-2—now these
are going to haunt you so be careful.

Mr. Rivens. Before you answer it, T am glad that Mr. Blandford
asked that bocause I was going to ask that m my closing statoment.
If theso figures that wo have mado for the record, made by Senator
Russell

Mr. Brawxpronp. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers (continuing). Are accurate in your books?

Cortainly wo don’t question the Senator. Wo just wantod to be
certain.

Because it comes back to tho question of Dr. Long and Mr.
Schweikor, about these under two enlistees. So be vory caroful
with your answor.

Mr. Buanprorn. Now ——

Mr. Rivers. Wait, tow. Let’s get his answer,

Mr. Buaxororp. You say they served 1 month after. So after
5 months of service, the average enlisted man is then an E-2 drawing
$85.80 per month?

Secretary Pavr. That is correct.

Mr. Braxpororp. Now, how long does the average -2 serve in
that grade before he makes E-3?

T again caution vou that every F--2 who doesn’t make E-3 in that
period of time will either write you or me.

Secretary Pavr. On the average, an additional 9 or 14 months from
the time he entered the service.

Mr. Branpronp. So the average enlisted man becomes an E-3,
with the pay of $99.37, within 14 months alter he enters on active
duty.

Now-—

Mr. Strarron. Mr. Chairman, 1may [ interrupt Mr. Blandford at
that point?

T think the word “averago” is misleading here. I think if we are
going to get into this, we better find what percentage of these people
actunlly make it. )

Mr. Branprorp. That was going to ba my next question.

Mr. Srrarrox. Because there are a lot of them that don’t nmmke
that, and the word “average’’ is highly misleading.

M. Rivers. Let Mr, Blundford follow that.

T think he wants to estublish that first.

Mr. Branpronp. Now., what is the average time that the II-3
served before he goes to E-47 )

Secretary Paur. This is--now we are getting into an area where
there iz a considerable variance between services. Promotion is
fastest in the Armmy and slowest in the Air Force, and the Navy is
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‘somewhere in between. So this is a difficult figure to state as an
average.

But I would say that many-—now, I don’t even know whether we
can put it in percentage terms, we can certainly try—are promoted to
F—4 prio: to their 2 years of service, but I am unable to give you a
number of months in which that is accomplished.,

Mr. Branprorp. And Mr. Stratton, of course, has anticipated this.

Would you furnish for the record the number of people who served,
if you have these figures, varying months before they are promoted;
in other words, how do you arrive at the average? Do you have those
figures?

Enlisted men—Total service and perceni promoted by service (less than 2 years’
service), fiscal year 1964

Army Navy Marine Corps Alr Force

Average Average z&veraée Average
Grade Percont | months | Percent | months | Percent | months | Percont | months

of eligl- | ofservice | of eligi- | of service | of eligi- | ofservice | of eligi- | of service
bles pro- | at time | bles pro- | at tiine | bles pro- | at time | bles pro- | at time

moted of pro- moted of pro- moted of pro- moted of pro--
motion motion motion motion

) FEUURPIRVRIORRRUPRRVN FOROUUOH SRS VROUOUVRPRSRY ROUR U RNPUUOUUPRRRR) [RORSURIy R SUOROUSU) FRVNURO PR SO
E-1 (over 4 months). 100 4 100.0 4 100.0 4.0 100.0 2.0
o e cecimam—ana 100 4 96.2 4 99.9 7.7 93.6 2.0
O SR +99 8 87.3 13 59.6 19.0 85.0 23.4
b O R, 150 30 17.0 29 5.0 BL2 |ceaeeaeas 60,0
1 Apprjoxlma.t;e. About 80 percent of draftees attain E-4 during 2-year tour.
Monthly amouni of pay
_____________________________________________________________ $78. 00
______________________________________________ 83. 20
............................................................. 85, 80
....................................................... 99. 37
_____________________________________________________________ 122. 30

Secretary Pavr. Well—yes, we must have, or we couldn’t have
gotten to the average. So we will furnish them.

Mr. Buanprorp. I would like to know, for example, are we talking
about 5 pércent of the enlisted personnel might take 5 years to make
E-3, and then we got 51 percent who make E-3, or do we have 68
percent who make K-8 in that period of time?

I think that is exactly what Mr. Stratton was trying to get at.

Mr. StraTroN. Right.

Secretary Pavr. We will give you that.

Mr. R1vErs. You can give that by the services easily, can’t you?

Secretary PavL. Yes, sir, we should have no difficulty about that.

Mr. Branprorp. We should have that as soon as possible.

Now, one other question. May I have the figure again, on the
cost of 8.5 increase for officers with under 2 years of service? And if
the figures that are in here that were contained in the Senate report
may now be in error, it is conceivable that the cost of this bill will be
a little less than you have indicated.

Secretary Paur. Could you ask the question once more, Mr.
Blandford?

Mr. Bruanororp. Yes. You had some question about the 2,000-
some odd captains with under 2 years of service. I am trying to
arrive at a cost estimate of this bill.
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You say vou question whether there are 2,527 captains with under
2 vears of serviee.

(Secretary Paul nods.)

Mr. Braxprorp. But T presure vour cost estimate on the 8.5
inerease did include that number.

Gieneral Bera. Yes, that is right.

Seeretary Pavn, Tt did.

Mr. Braxoronp. Therelore

Seeretury Pavi. So that would lower the cost.

AMr. BI ANDFORD. Now what is the cost figure for the 8.5-percent
inerease?

Secretury Pavn. $10.500,000, roughly,

Mr. BLaxprorp. $10,500,000.

And it is quite possible now, un reconsideration, that that figure
may be somewhat {L\a

Seerctary PatL. Yes.

Mr. BLaxprorp. All right. I have no further questions, Mr.
Chairman.

Generol Berc. Mr. Blandford, in defense of the budget experts in
the service, while your statement is exactly true, this bill will be less.
Their budget proposals for the pay of people will in fact 20 up, be-
cause where the people move over to the over two, it costs them more
moncey.

Mr. Boaxoroun. 1 am not suggesting that we are going to save
moneyv. I am merely suggesting ‘that the cost of this bill will be less.

General Berg. Yes, sir.

Mr. Braxprorb. Because obviously if they wren't under two, they
are serving over two, und they should have asked for more money in
the first plucc

General Bera, That is correct.

Mr. Braxprosp. 1 have no further questions, Mr, Chairman.

Mr. Rivers. Cun it be successfully stated i general terms that
an enlisted man, the greater percentage of them, over 75 percent we
will suy  the greater percentage of them go {rom E~I—what is
below IS--1?

AMr. Braxpronp. Well, it ix an E-1 with less thun 4 months, and
then -1 with over 4 months.

Mr. Bates. A recruit.

Mr. Rivers. A recruit, or E--1 with less than 4 months, or an E-3,
the grewter percentuge receive over a 33-percent incrense in their pay?

Secretary Pavin. Is that nboul « 33-percent increase?

M. Bruasprorp. 11 is not 33.

Seeretnry Pavn. Itis not quite that much, Mr Chairman.

Mre. Rivers. 1t is from $75 to %99; isn't it?

General Benc. It 1s 27.4 pereent.

Seeretury Pave. Right.

Mr. Rivenrs. In the neighborhiood of 30 percent.

General Bena. Yes, sir.

Secretary Pavn, Yes, sir

Mr. Rivers. And that under swo officers have not, of course—
that is 1 muftter of record.  They have not received an increase in 12
VOUrs.
© Seeretary Pave. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Rivers, Twelve vears?

Seeretary Pavn. Yes, sir,
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Mr. Rivers. So thé statement of Senator Russell to the effect
that they do reccive an increase is a factual one?

Secretary Paur. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. Is that right, Mr. Blandford?

Mr. Branprorn. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. )

May I insert at this time a statement from Senator Nelson with
respect to his views on the under 2 years of service enlisted men?

Mr. Rrvers. Without objection.

(The material is as follows:)

U.S. SENATE,
ComMITTEE oN PuBLic WoORKS,
) . July 21, 1964.
ITon.- L. MENDEL RIVERS,
Chazrman, Subcommitice No. 1 of the House Armed Services Commitiee, U.S. House
of Represeniatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. Rivers: I understand that your committee is presently considering
8. 3001, the military pay raise bill recently approved by the Senate. I have pre-
pared a statement rélating 'to this: bill and: I would -very much appreciate it if it
could be brought to the attention of your committee.

Sincerely yours,
GayLorp NELSON,
U.8. Senator.

JuLy 22, 1964.

SraATEMENT oF SENATOR (GAYLORD NELSON PREPARED ForR THE HOUSE ARMED
SErvicEs COMMITTEE

I am submitting this statement for consideration of the IHHouse Armed Services
Committee because the service pay of the enlisted man for his first 2 years is so
inadequate that it ought, I think, be a matter of conecern to all of us.

In general, the military pay increase bill is one that should be supported by
every Member of Congress. Qur men in service deserve adequate pay. In view
of the recent pay increase legislation for civilian Government employees, this bill,
which gives a 2l%4-percent increase to some military men, is certainly justified.

Nonetheless, I believe it suffers from a scrious deficiency. Continuing a policy
we have followed for the last 12 years, it does not grant-a salary increase to the
enlisted man in his first 2 years of service. Whereas this policy may have been
justified in the past when service was universal or nearly so, it would secm to be
grossly unfair to continue it any longer.

The bill leaves unchanged the existing pay schedule which rewards the entering
enlisted man with only $78 per month for his service to his country. I belicve it
can be shown that this low pay is one of the main reasons we have been failing to
hold men in the lower ranks.  Moreover, it is undoubtedly onc of the main reasons
more men do not volunteer for service. And, since we are now drafting only
90,000 men per year on an average, the failure to inercase pay and other incentives
t(})) vi)lunteers helps perpetuate the draft which, I belicve, is rapidly becoming
obsolete.

TFor these various reasons I would like to suggest that the committec consider
the following additions to the legislation:

A provision which would grant pay increases of 814 percent to enlisted men
in their first 2 years of service. (This would be an inecrecasc eorresponding to
fhc ino)reasc provided for officers in their first 2 years under the pending legis-
ation.

A provision which would direet the Scerctary of Defense to offer for con-
gressional consideration, study, and debate, a broad plan of general pay
increases designed to better attract and retain high-quality men, especially
in the lower ranks, so that the present high turnover could be reduced.

Consider some of the results of our present failure to pay an adequate wage to
men in the lower ranks of military service:

We have not raised the pay of first-year enlistecs for 12 years. Since
1952, a man entering service has been paid $78 per month. During this

eriod the average total pay increase for the services has been 39,2 percent.
n reality, of course, since the first-2-year men have received no raise at all,
this percentage figure understates the basic fact that the great majority of
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servieemen have had very substautial pay increases relative to the first-2-year
enlistces, who have had none.

Since 1946, the ouly pay increase for entering enlistces has been the 1952 raise
of $3 per montli, from 375 to $78. Over a year's peried this amounts to $36.
Thus, on average in the 18 years since 1946, his pay bracket has been raiscd ahout
%2 per year, or the pitifully low annual increase in weekly pay of about 4 cents.
This has been a major factor contributing to the unfortunate situation sum-
marized by a rcecent Department of the Air Force study entitled, ‘‘Economic
Status of Certain Air Force Personnel.”

169,000 eirmen draw less pay than the poverty level standards set by the
President’s Council of Economic Advisers;

8,000 airmen are below the poverty level even after adjustment is made
for the value of their rations and quartcers;

70,000 airmen must resort to “mconlighting’” to supplement tleir income;

(0,000 sirmen are actually eligible for various relief f)cncﬁts;

Incredible as it must seem to us, more than 3,000 airmen sre actually
receiving relief;

The Air Force Relief Agency, in response to the emergeney necds of air-
men, spent one-half of its $2 miilion 1863 budget on such basics as food,
clothing, and rent,

The SBenate Armed Serviees Committee report on the Hill under eunsideration
states that its purpose is to “‘provide a timely increase in basic pay for t1e members
of the uniformed scrvices and thereby maintain a reasonable comparison in com-
pensation trends for military personncl.”

If indeed we are to be faithful to this purpose I believe we should nerease the
pay of first-term military men.  Some 840,000 military members with less than 2
years of service will not receive a raise under this bill.  This amounts to 35 pereent
of the 2.3 million active duty enlisted members forecast for fiscal year 963.

Ninety-five pereent of the enlisted members who are being denied an increase
under 5. 3001 fall into the lowest three pay grades, private first class and below,
k~1, 16-2, I5-3.  Of the 3 percent remaiaing, 43,000, fully 40,000 are in the next
higher grade, corporal, I5—-4.

tivery Member of Congress is reruinded daily of the stale of affairs :n the lower
ranks by the number of requests he receives for hardship discharges based mainly
on financial need.

The only reason things are not worse is that lower graders are mostly unmarried
and they receive rations and quarters.  If this were not true, they would be among
the most impoverigshed citizens in these United States witl: their $961.332 first-vear
take-home pay.

But even taking the factors of rations and quarters into consideration, thiey are
at u distinct disadvantage cven in comparison to the least skilled, lowest ranked
Federal employee.  After we add the value of these benefits to the first-year salary
of the enlisted man, I catimate that the lowest paid white-collar Federal employee
receives 47 percent more annually, and the lowest paid bluc-collar JFederal em-
ployee receives 71 percent mnore.

Perhaps a more rclevant comparison is between the first-year cnlisted man
and the entering apprentice, rather than the lowest paid worker, for, of course,
the services do not accept all those who might qualify simply for clerk or jani-
torinl work. 1 estimate that the average Federal employce at the beginning
apprentice level receives 125 pereent more than the entering serviceman.

1 believe our men in service descerve betier treatment than this.

And 1 believe that our Nation’s military strepgth could be substantially im-
proved by providing better treatiment, for one result of our present pay schedules
is a strikingly high turnover of personnel. The following figurcs show that we
are not able to retain trained personnal for substantial periods of time with
existing pay rates, cspecially at the lower ranks:

In the average year, 236,000 mcn at or below the E-3 levd leave the
service for reasons other than retirement.

If the next higher grade is included, IE-4 (corporal level), the yearly loss
for reasons other than retirement amounts to 380,000.

Thus, on average, every 4 years we losc the cquivalent of the total number
of men in serviee at these levels, Almost as many mcn as the total estimated
complement of men at or below the E-3 level (1.09 million for 1965) and
more than the total estimated complement of those at or below E-1 (1.54
million) leave service in every 4-year period.

This high loss rate in the lower ranks is highly uncconomic, is detrimental to
military morale, and is certain to have a weakening effect upon our miilitary
efficiency. I believe better pay would substantially reduce the rate of loss,
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Thus, both: for reasons of fairness, and of sound military personnel poliey, I
respectfully urge that the pay increase legislation now . being considered _be modified
to iclude substantial pay increases for men in their first years of service,

BraTEmMENT OF THE HoNoraBLE RoBERT W, KASTENMEIER, BEFORE THE SUB-
commITTEE oF THE House ArmED SeRvIcEs CoMMITTER, oN 8. 3001

I am grateful for the opportunity to submit a statement on S, 3001. My re-
‘marks will be in keeping with the bricf treatment given this bill, because I have
only one point to urge on the committce. .
¥4 For the second time in 10 months the House is being asked to approve a mili-
tary pay bill which leaves unchanged the pay of enlisted men with less than 2
years of service. ~ If 8. 3001 passes in its present form, the 88th Congress will have
added almost a billion and a half dollars a year to the Nation’s military payroll,
but so distributed it that certain junior officers will reecive a greater monthly pay
raise than the entire monthly carnings of all enlisted men below the rank of ser-
geant who have not completed their second ycar under arms,

Taken in combination, these two pay bills constitute a major legislative achieve-
ment of this Congress., The sum involved is groater than the amount asked in the
President’s antipoverty legislation, and almost three times as great as that pro-
vided in the civil service pay measure, Yet this whole effort could be a national
disgrace, even a political disaster, because it openly ignores the more than 843,000
enlisted men in those grades which have received no pay improvement sinee 1952.

This diseriminatory treatment is supported by rcasons which at best add up
to a bad excuse for spending less money. It has been, and is being, perpetuated
by a series of military pay ‘“‘reviews” which consistently avoid the real issue of
providing a decent and equitable minimum wage to a vast segment of our military
forces. %\Ieither the reasons nor the reviews any longer command widespread
respect within Government. We can hardly expect a more generous regard for
these official explanations when we go back home to face the mothers and fathers
of these young enlisted men, or the men themselves. I forr one do not intend to
tell them that justice was done when Congress raised its own starting pay by
$7,500 a year whilc deelining once again to raisc theirs above $1,000.

As this thin volume of hearings is the sole public record of discussion on the
‘$207 million measure, at some¢ point it should eclearly state the obvious: The
-existing pay levels for first-hiteh enlisted men are possible only because military
manpower requirements are met by a draft of labor. Without official coercion
we could not, on the strength of this pay scale, achicve or maintain the level of
forces necessary to our national security.

If the draft were today, as it once was, an institution which had almost uni-
versal support and nearly universal application, this would not be so objectionable.
But the draft today has neither. It actually reaches fower than half thepeople
to whom it is ostensibly dirccted, Moreover, it discriminates without good reason
and without adequate warning. As a resulf, the clags of young men ultimately
subject to ecall is only slightly more equitably defined than the elass which is
indirectly foreed to cnlist.

Most of those who now entcr uniformed serviec because of the draft clearly
feel that it is, to a large cxtent, time out of their lives. Both on entering service
and on leaving it, they fecl at a disadvantage to their contemporaries who are
not called. Yet they reccive no compensating bonus for this sacrifice. Instead,
they have for many years now had only the promise of somewhat better pay if they
enlist for a sccond hitch. Recenlistment records show that this promise is an
insufficient incentive to a large percentage of both draftees and enlistees.

The time may again comec when compulsory military scrvice is widely con-
sidered a necessary obligation, and to some extent its own reward. Clearly,
that time has passced in the minds of many Americans. This is reflected in the
Defense Department’s decision to work toward a system of wholly voluntary
military reeruitment at a time when cost cffectiveness is a major poliey goal;
Looking forward to a not too distant future without the draft, I would ask
whether we ought to continue paying $78 a month in 1965 for services rendered
by draftees and enlisted men alike, when 3 years later the same tasks may be
performed at a cost of $100 by young men who have voluntarily chosen to make
the armed services a career. In short, should we continue to insist that some
young men subsidize our national sceurity with their lost carnings as well as
part, or all, of their lives?

I think we should not. I would propose a substantial and genuincly eom-
pensating increase for these men. I would not tic it, as two members of the
other body have, to a formula drawn from the context of the bill. The danger
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with thut approach, even in the form suggested by my colleague, Senator Nelson,
is that it does not eonfront and abolish the hasie incquity present in the distorved
structure of today’s militury pay gcale.  And, as the evenis of the last year show,
repeated application of a unifurm percentage formula to the existing scale quite
literally coinpounds the original distortion.

The cost of any substantiel change will be great, It is evstimat:d thut an
increase of 25 pereent for those conlisted men with less thau 2 years of service
would more than double the present bill's burden on the Treasury.  Put eost has
always been an obstacle and failure to surmount it has only meant thas it appears
higher the next time,

Furthermore, avoidance of this real question has given undescerved new life to
the theory that first-hitch enlisted men already get enough if not too much. I
should thiuk that the continuing nced for a draft would be an ecloquent and
suflicicnt reproof to this idea, but the Senate report relies heavily on it. Implicit
in this argument is the assumption that an eonlisted mar’s first terwr of service
life should be undercompensated because in many cases it is compelied.  Thix
runs directly counter to a growing feeling that compulsory service withiout added
compensation is, in fact, a scrvitude. 1 urge the committee to reexamine this
outworn assumption and report out a bill with a significant pay improvement for
those enlisted men who have long deserved it.

Mzr. Rivers. Now—

Mr. ScenwEeiker. Is he for or against it?

Mr. Brasprorp, He is very mmuch in fuvor of an increase for those
with under 2 years of service.

Mr. Rrvers. We will take care of that next year. We will huve a
bill next year. [ will either be sitting here or here {indicating].

Mr. Blandford, have you finished with those figures?

Mr. BraxrForp. Yes, sir. May [ insert in the record a statement
from the Honorable Robert W. Kastenineier, concerning S. 3001.

Mr. River. Without objection.

Mr. Stratrow. 1 just wanted to comment on your comment.

Mr. Cuamrmax, I think you were out at the time, but 1 inferred
from what the Secretury said -- perhaps he didn’t mean iz, but he
implied that these pay rates for those under 2 years were going to be
frozen in perpetuily and that increase would upset the whole pay
scale. Iindicated I think when you were out that I felt very strongly
that we should increa~e these under 2 years of service and 1 am glad
that your comments suggest, Mr. Chairman, that next year you would
look favorably on that kind of an increase.

Mr. Rivers. Well, what we are going to do, we are going to look
favorably on aun inerease, period, asross the board.

Secretury Patn. Mr, Chairman——-

Mr. Rivers. I don't want to confine mysell Lo any cazegory or
commit mysell to any category, but we are going to have a very
inclusive--let me finish—we are going to have a very inclusive, a
very comprehensive praposal.

1 dow’t know how far it will get, but it will positively get to the
hopper.

Secretary Pavy. Mr. Chairman, T would just like to say that T
hope I didn’t imply, and I apologize if T did, that the pay rates of
these people were going Lo be frozen in perpetuity. 1 think that would
be certainly completely contrary policy o our policy.

As wmnutter of fuet. i my statement | outlined a forinula that would
give them an increase.

M. RiveErs. Yes. .

Seceretary Pave. When the cost of living goes up by & certuin
nuiber of percentuge points.
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Mr. Rivers. T understood you to say—now, let me see if T under-
stood you. You said in your thinking in your shop, if it got 2 points
you would then start planning from there on. This is your planning

oint.
P Secretary Paur. If it got to 2 points. If it had gotten to 2 points
this year, we would have proposed an increase to the Congress.

Mr. Rivers. That is right. Then you recognize, of course, any
report that you make, we have the last word on.  You recognize that,
don’t you?

Secretary Pavr. Yes, sir, I recognize that.

Mr. Rivers. Of course, we are going to continue to work together.

Secretary Paur. Yes, sir.

Mr. Rivers. 1 hope I am here and I hope you are there.

Secretary Paur. Thank you. I hope so ais0.

Mr. Rivers. We have alot of plowing behind us and we will under-
stand where we are going. Tt is not beyond the realm. of possibility—-
Sam, you better put it on the record now. It is not beyond the realm
of possibility that you may occupy a nigher position and I certainly
hope you do. 1 certainly hope you do because you have merited it,
Mr, Secretary.

This is on the record. You have been very cooperative with this
committee. You have been very frank and you have not misled us or
failed to give us anything for which we have asked, and this we
appreciate. We have had a fine relationship with you and we ap-
preciate it very much.

Secrotary Pavr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mzr. Rivers. Now, Mr. Blandford, is there anything else?

Mr. Braxprorp. Just report the bill.

Mr. Rivers. We don’t need any executive session.

Mr. Branprorp. No.

Mr. Rivers. Without objection, the bill is reported without amend-
ment.

Did you have any technical amendments?

Mr. Branprorp. No technical amendments.

Mr. Rivers. And without objoction we will submit it to the full
committee. I think the regular hearing date is on Tuesday.

Mr. Branororp. Next Tuesday.

Mr. Rivirs. Mr. Blandford, you get the necessary statement.

Mzr. Branororp. Right.

Mr. Rivers. I want to thank the committee.

The committee is recessed according to the call of the Chair.

T wanted to ask if anybody has any statements to include in the
record.

(No response.)

Mr. Rivers. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

Secretary Pavur. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(Whereupon, at 11:59 a.m., the committee was recessed, to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.)

O
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